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SOCIOECONOMICS 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 A. Names:   

General Economic Impacts and Socioeconomic Impact Analysis:  Inyo County 
Supervisor Linda Arcularius; Inyo County Supervisor Matt Kingsley; Inyo County 
Auditor/Controller Leslie Chapman; Inyo County Administrative Officer and Budget 
Officer Kevin Carunchio; Claude Gruen, and Nina Gruen, Principals, Gruen, Gruen + 
Associates. 

Sales and Use Tax Allocations: Eric Myers, Esq., MuniServices; Inyo County 
Administrative Officer and Budget Officer Kevin Carunchio 

Departmental Analysis:  Inyo County Sheriff Bill Lutze; Inyo County Interim 
Public Works Director Doug Wilson; Inyo County Auditor/Controller Leslie Chapman; 
Inyo County Environmental Health Director Marvin Moskowitz; Inyo/Mono Counties 
Agricultural Commissioner/Director of Weights and Measures George Milovich; Inyo 
County Director of Health and Human Services Jean Turner; Inyo County Water 
Department Director Robert Harrington, Ph.D., R.G.; Inyo County Assessor Thomas 
Lanshaw; Inyo County Information Services Director Brandon Schultz. 

 B. Qualifications:  The qualifications are as noted in the general statement of 
qualifications and resumes contained in Appendix A to the County’s General Project Comments. 

 C. Prior Filings:  In addition to the statements provided herein, this testimony 
includes by reference the following documents submitted in this proceeding: 

  1. Inyo County Response to Notice of Intent to Prepare Environmental 
Impact Statement.  Dated December 6, 2011; Posted December 13, 2011. 

  2. Letter from Inyo County RE: Preliminary Estimates for the Fiscal Impacts 
of the Construction and Operation.  Posted February 22, 2012. 

  3. Letter from Inyo County to BrightSource Energy re Outstanding County 
Land Use and Planning Issues.  Posted February 24, 2012. 

  4. Inyo County Letter Regarding Reclamation Plan.  Posted February 29, 
2012. 

  5. Letter from Inyo County to BrightSource Energy in Response to Previous 
Correspondence Regarding Land Use Issues.  Posted March 13, 2012. 
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  6. Inyo County Letter Regarding Aesthetics and Visual Impacts.  Dated 
March 20, 2012; Posted March 21, 2012. 

  7. Inyo County Letter RE Power Purchase Agreement and Project Land 
Lease.  Posted April 5, 2012. 

  8. County of Inyo Department of Public Works Letter Regarding Access and 
Circulation Issues.  Posted May 14, 2012. 

  9. Transcript of the March 13, 2012 Inyo County Board of Supervisors 
Meeting.  Posted May 17, 2012. 

  10. County of Inyo Response RE PSA SSA Workshop Agendas Extension of 
Public Comment Period.  Posted June 26, 2012. 

  11. Inyo County PSA Comments.  Received July 25, 2012. 

  12. Inyo County Counsel Letter to Dick Ratliff and Mike Monasmith RE: 
Motion in Limini for Committee Ruling to Ensure the Final Staff Assessment Conforms to 
Substantive Requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act.  Dated September 19, 
2012; Posted September 20, 2012. 

  13. Email From Inyo County Deputy County Counsel Dana Crom RE:  
Updated Workforce Analysis.  Posted September 28, 2012. 

  14. Sheriff Lutze Letter to Dana Crom Regarding Updated Workforce 
Analysis Prepared by BrightSource.  Dated October 10, 2012; Posted October 23, 2012. 

 D. Attachments:   

  1. The Reliability of Energy Commission Forecasts of the Socioeconomic 
Impacts of the Proposed Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating Facility (HHSEGS), Gruen, 
Gruen + Associates. 

2. Memorandum dated February 1, 2013, From Eric Myers, Esq. to Dana 
Crom, Esq., RE: Allocation of Sales Tax to the County’s General Fund From Proposed 
Solar Plant.  

3. Inyo County Board of Supervisors meeting of December 11, 2012 Agenda 
Packet, with attachments; Information Submitted at the Meeting, including Power Point 
Presentation by BrightSource Energy and letter from members of the public; and 
Minutes. 
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  4. Memorandum dated January 16, 2013 from Counties of Inyo & Mono 
Agricultural Commissioner and Director of Weights and Measures, George Milovich 

  5. Inyo County Health and Human Services Department Response to 
California Energy Commission Final Staff Assessment – Current HHS Caseload and Staffing 
Thresholds 

  6. Memorandum from Inyo County Environmental Health Department, 
Marvin Moskowitz 

  7. Three GIS Maps of the projects cited in the Socioeconomic analysis of the 
FSA.   

  8. Affidavit of Chief Chris Carter, Bishop Police Department 

  9. New Times/News – Shake up in the Valley by Colin Rigley 

  10. Introduction and Summary of the Fiscal Year 2012-2013 Recommended 
Budget, Submitted to the Inyo County Board of Supervisors from Kevin Carunchio, County 
Administrator 

  II. GENERAL OBJECTIONS TO FSA 

The analysis, findings and conditions of certification included in the Socioeconomic analysis in 
the FSA is inadequate in the following general areas: 

 A. The environmental justice analysis erroneously based its findings on the 
demographics of the entire population of Inyo County, as opposed to the isolated communities 
within the vicinity of the proposed project site and fails to include economic status as an 
environmental justice consideration. 

B. The Socioeconomic analysis fails to include Inyo County Codebook of 
Ordinances, Title 21, Inyo County Renewable Energy Ordinance, (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010) as a 
Law, Ordinance, Regulation or Standard (LORS) (hereinafter referred to as “Title 21”). 

 C. The analysis disregards the County’s estimate of impact costs by relying on pre-
construction estimated impacts from other proposed projects, the majority of which have not 
been constructed and are dissimilarly situated. 

 D. The analysis significantly overestimates the anticipated revenues allocated to the 
County from sales and use tax and fails to identify the limitations placed on the use of those 
funds. 
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 E. Condition of Certification SOCIO-3 requires the County and project proponent to 
reach an agreement with respect to the payment of sales and use taxes incurred by the proposed 
project, which agreement the project proponent has rejected. 

 F. The proposed Findings and Conditions of Certification fail to assure the recovery 
of the County’s costs of increased services resulting from the proposed project, as required by 
Title 21. 

 G. The FSA fails to adequately analyze the potential economic impacts should 
mitigation lands be sited in Inyo County on private lands. 

III. SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY – GENERAL RESPONSES TO FSA 

A. Affected Environment 

The applicant proposes to site the Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System (HHSEGS) in 
the southeast portion of Inyo County, with a portion of the proposed site abutting the Nevada 
state line.  The proposed project site borders Old Spanish Trail Highway and sits directly across 
from the residential community of Charleston View, which is the home to approximately 60 
residents.  The only other communities in Inyo County in proximity to the project are Tecopa 
and Shoshone with a combined population of approximately 120 people and which are 
approximately 30 miles west of the project site. The only non-residential use in vicinity of the 
proposed project site is the St. Therese Mission, which is currently under construction.  The St. 
Therese Mission, once completed, is permitted to provide a place of worship, restaurant, 
columbarium and visitor’s center.1  Limited governmental services are provided to the 
Charleston View area by the County through satellite offices located in Tecopa and Shoshone.  
Additional services are provided from County offices located primarily in Independence and 
Bishop, both over 200 miles from the project.2  

Few retail or commercial services are available in the Inyo County area around the project site.  
There is only limited housing stock and itinerate lodging available to serve the proposed 
construction workforce within Inyo County.  Pahrump, Nevada, a community of approximately 
30,000 people, is located within 20 miles of the proposed project and offers a host of retail and 
commercial services.  In addition, the proposed project is approximately 45 miles from Las 
Vegas Nevada, which offers vast array of services.   

The County of Inyo is the second largest county in the State of California, covering over 10,000 
square miles.  1.7% of the County’s land is privately owned, with the remaining 98.3% owned 
and operated by the US Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, National Park Service, 
                                                           
1
  Inyo County CUP 2010-02.   

2
  The proposed project site is approximately 260 miles from Bishop and approximately 211 miles from 

Independence. 
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California State Lands Commission and City of Los Angeles.  The project proponent holds an 
option agreement for approximately 10,000 acres of private land, which land includes the 
proposed project site and other surrounding parcels.  The total land holdings currently 
encumbered by the project proponent’s option represents nearly 10% of the County’s total 
private land.   

The population of Inyo County is approximately 18,500.  82% of the County’s population resides 
in the Owens Valley in the communities of Bishop, Big Pine, Independence, Lone Pine, Cartago 
and Olancha.  Fewer than 180 people reside in Shoshone, Tecopa and Charleston View, which is 
slightly less than 1% of the County’s total population.   

In contrast to the estimated construction cost of the project of more than $2 billion, the overall 
2012-2013 budget for the County of Inyo was $82,597,627 in projected expenditures and 
$76,553,650 in estimated revenues.  The General Fund portion of the County’s 2012-2013 
budget appropriated $50,152,151 in expenditures with anticipated revenues of $46,318,803 
together with the 2011-2012 fund balance of $3,833,348; only $55,000 was budgeted for General 
Fund contingencies.3  The 2011-2012 fund balance is primarily attributed to salary and benefit 
savings (an approximate $2,100,000 in total savings), as the County imposed a hiring freeze in 
2009 and no cost of living increases have been granted to County employees since 2009.  Salary 
and benefits represent approximately 65% of the County’s general fund budget.  It is estimated 
that the County’s contributions for employee retirement benefits will increase by more than 
$550,000 for the 2012-2013 fiscal year.  In addition, the revenues from the County’s largest 
private property tax payer has continued to decline in recent years and is expected to further 
decline in 2012-2013.  The limited supply of private land holdings severely impacts the County’s 
revenues from property taxes as neither the federal government nor the state of California remit 
property taxes.  

B.        Environmental Justice  
 

The Final Staff Assessment incorrectly concludes that the potential project will not present 
environmental justice issues.  As noted in the FSA, for purposes of analysis, an environmental 
justice population is defined by “Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National 
Environmental Quality Act.” This guidance clearly requires consideration of an affected 
population’s economic status; however, without considering the economic circumstance of the 
affected population, the FSA concludes that the project presents no environmental justice issues. 
Environmental Justice requires an analysis of both the minority populations residing in the 
vicinity of the proposed project and the low-income populations.  Economic factors must also be 
identified and analyzed to determine whether those factors “amplify the natural and physical 
environmental effects” of the proposed project.[1] The FSA fails to adequately assess the social or 

                                                           
3 Attachment 10. 
[1] Environmental Justice, Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act, Council on Environmental 
Quality, December 10, 1997. 
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economic impacts to the communities of Charleston View, Tecopa and Shoshone which are the 
communities within Inyo County that will be directly impacted by the project.   
 
The FSA based its conclusion on two factors: (1) the minority population of Charleston View is 
24 percent of the population of Charleston View; and (2) 12% of the overall population of Inyo 
County falls below the poverty level.  However, as noted above, the community of Charleston 
View, together with the communities of Tecopa and Shoshone, represent less than 1% of the 
County’s population.  Moreover, these communities are extremely isolated from the population 
center of the County, sitting over 200 miles away from the County’s largest community of 
Bishop. The FSA erred by relying on overall countywide poverty data which bears little 
relevance to the communities and residents directly impacted by the proposed project.  Had the 
FSA based its analysis on geographic commonality, which would include the three impacted 
communities within Inyo County, instead of limiting its analysis to an area within a strict 6-mile 
radius of the project and instead of using the overall County population to assess poverty levels 
in the affected area, it would have reached a different conclusion concerning the project’s 
environmental justice impacts..   

2010 American Community Survey Data for Census Tract 8 that includes Charleston View 
indicates that the percent of persons living below the poverty level is 17.4% with a margin of 
error of +/- 6.4%. The argument that there are not enough persons in Charleston View for a 
reliable figure is unavailing where the sample size for Census Tract 8 is 3,259 persons compared 
to the six-mile radius sample sizes of 782, 68 and 714 that were used for the minority population 
analysis. Analyzing the poverty number for all of Inyo County, including the wealthier northern 
part of the County 200 miles away and dominated by Bishop, as a number representative of 
Charleston View and the communities actually affected by the project, is inappropriate. The 
Southeast section of Inyo County is nothing like Bishop, geographically, socioeconomically or 
ethnically.  

Applying standards established by California law, the area of the County that includes 
Charleston View, Tecopa and Shoshone has been designated as including “disadvantaged 
communities” by the California Department of Water Resources.[2]  Moreover, under the 
applicable statutes, the communities of Charleston View and Tecopa may be considered severely 
disadvantaged communities because the household income in these communities is less than 
60% of that of the state.[3].  Because the project will directly impact nearby disadvantaged and/or 

                                                           
 
 
 
[2] www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/resourceslinks.cfm - Disadvantaged Communities (DAC) Mapping Tool 
[3] Water Code section 79505.5(a) defines “disadvantage community” as “a community with an annual median 
household income that is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual median household income.”  This definition is 
repeated in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code section 
56033.5); the Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality and Supply, Flood Control, River and Coastal Protection Bond 

http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/resourceslinks.cfm
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severely disadvantaged communities, the project presents serious environmental justice issues 
that should be analyzed.  

C. Laws, Ordinances, Regulations and Standards (“LORS”) – Inyo County Code of 
Ordinances, Title 21 

The Final Staff Assessment fails to recognize Title 21 of the Inyo County Code of Ordinance as 
a LORS4 and to give deference to the County’s interpretation of its Ordinance. But for the 
exclusive jurisdiction of the California Energy Commission, Title 21, the Inyo County 
Renewable Energy Ordinance,5 would govern the siting and approval of the proposed facility.  
Public Resources Code section 25525 requires the CEC to comply with local LORS.  Title 21 is 
an ordinance of the County and, therefore, an applicable LORS.  Title 21 contains specific 
provisions addressing the economic impacts to the County and its residents and the mitigation 
required for such impacts.   

Section 21.04.030 - Purpose.  

A. It is in the public interest to support, encourage and regulate the development of 
solar and wind resources for the generation and transmission of clean, renewable electric 
energy. By this title, the county intends to: (1) support and encourage the responsible 
development of its solar and wind resources to generate and transmit clean, renewable 
electric energy while protecting the health, safety and welfare of its citizens and its 
environment, including its public trust resources, by requiring that the adverse impacts of 
such development are avoided or acceptably mitigated; (2) recover the county’s costs of 
increased services resulting from such development; and (3) ensure that the citizens of 
Inyo County equitably share in the benefits resulting from the use of such resources. 

B. To support, encourage and facilitate the responsible utilization of its solar and 
wind resources for the generation and transmission of clean, renewable electric energy, 
the county encourages potential developers of such resources to work with the county and 
to enter into a mutually agreeable renewable energy development agreement in lieu of 
applying for the issuance of a renewable energy impact determination or a renewable 
energy permit. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

Section 21.20.010  - Mitigation measures.  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Act (Public Resources Code section 75005); the Water Security, Clean Drinking Water, Coastal and Beach 
Protection Act of 2002 (Water Code Section 79505.5; and the California Urban Forestry Act of 1978 (Public 
Resources Code section 4799.09(a).)  The Public Resources Code, section 4799.09(b) further defines “severely 
disadvantaged community” as a “community with a median household income less than 60 percent of the statewide 
average.”    
4
 Final Staff Assessment, Socioeconomics Table 1, Laws, Ordinances, Regulations and Standards (LORS).    

5
  Inyo County Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010. 
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 As a condition to the issuance of a renewable energy impact determination or a renewable 
energy permit, the county planning commission may, in the case of a renewable energy 
impact determination, incorporate, and in the case of a renewable energy permit, impose 
such reasonable and feasible mitigation measures as it finds to be necessary to protect the 
health, safety and welfare of the county’s citizens, the county’s environment, including 
its public trust resources, and to ensure that the county and its citizens do not bear an 
undue financial burden from the project. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

The County provided staff with Title 21 prior to the determination of Data Adequacy.  
Throughout these proceedings the County has emphasized the need for the proposed project to 
comply with Title 21 and, most specifically, its mandate that the County recoup project related 
service costs. 

After the issuance of the Preliminary Staff Assessment, the Inyo County Board of Supervisors 
presented the CEC with the findings and conditions it imposed on the proposed project under 
Title 21 and other applicable law, but for the exclusive jurisdiction of the CEC.  Those findings 
and conditions, contained in Resolution No. 2012-29, “A Resolution Of The Board Of 
Supervisors Of The County Of Inyo, State Of California, Adopting The Findings And Conditions 
Of Certification For The Proposed Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating Station In Charleston 
View In Inyo County That Would Be Imposed By The County If The California Energy 
Commission Did Not Have Exclusive Jurisdiction Over Application For Certification No. 11-
AFC-2”, represent the County’s requirements pursuant to Title 21 of the Inyo County Code.  The 
FSA does not explain why the findings that would be made by the County and the conditions that 
would be imposed on the project have not been addressed. 

Title 21 requires a detailed analysis of the estimated impact costs to the County, coupled with 
mitigation which assures that the County’s costs for increased services caused by the proposed 
project are fully covered, even if the estimated costs are uncertain. 

 D. Economic Impacts From Mitigation Lands 

The FSA erroneously concludes that the siting of mitigation lands within Inyo County will not 
result in either lost opportunity costs or otherwise result in an economic impact to the County.  
The analysis in the FSA presumes that any mitigation land would be on those subject to the 
applicant’s option agreement, which are located adjacent to the project site.  It further concludes, 
contrary to the statements of local property owners and real estate agents, that the property is 
unsuitable for any type of development which would benefit the County.   

The FSA also assumes that the project proponent will locate a majority of mitigation lands for 
desert tortoises in desert areas outside of Inyo County. However, that assumption ignores that the 
FSA specially allows the project proponent to elect to pay “in lieu” mitigation funds to the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, which funds would then be used for the purchase of 
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such mitigation lands.  There is no proposed condition of certification that would prevent the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or other wildlife agency from locating those lands 
within the County.   

As noted in the County’s comments to the PSA, further removal of private lands from future 
development will have tremendous economic impacts on the County.  In a County with so few 
opportunities to encourage the use of private lands for the economic benefit of the County and its 
residents, removing private lands in perpetuity for mitigation will result in a significant impact.  
Title 21 requires that the economic impact resulting from the removal of lands to mitigate for 
impacts from this project be accounted for and further mitigated, regardless of whether the 
removal is by the project proponent or a wildlife agency.  If any mitigation lands are sited in 
Inyo County on privately owned property, Title 21 requires a Condition of Certification that an 
economic impact analysis be conducted prior to the selection of such lands and, if such lands are 
selected, that appropriate mitigation be imposed to offset any identified adverse economic 
impacts to the County.  This condition is required regardless of the entity or agency purchasing 
the lands. 

IV. Socioeconomics & Fiscal Impact Analysis 

The FSA concludes that the proposed project will not have substantial economic impacts on the 
County of Inyo. As noted above, the FSA fails to analyze the proposed project under Title 21, 
which specifically requires that the County be fully reimbursed for project related costs.  The 
remote location of the proposed project, the lack of existing County services and the inability of 
the County’s budget to absorb unreimbursed expenses without significantly impacting existing 
services, support the County’s position that it must be made whole.  As noted below and in the 
analysis provided by Gruen, Gruen + Associates6 and Eric Myers, Esq.7, the uncertainty of the 
County’s costs, coupled with the equal uncertainty of the anticipated revenues, requires the 
adoption of a new  Condition of Certification which will require  that should the County’s 
legitimate, project-related costs exceed the tax revenues received by the County as a direct result 
of the project, the County will be reimbursed by the project owner for such costs.    

As explained below, limiting socioeconomic mitigation to the County’s receipt of sales and use 
tax and future property tax is insufficient under Title 21 and, should the County’s costs exceed 
the revenues from those sources, there will be negative impacts to the residents of Inyo County.   

A. Impacts to County Services 

The County provides a host of services to residents and businesses throughout its 10,000 
square miles.  However, unlike other projects which are easily accessible or are sited within a 

                                                           
6 Attachment 1. 
7 Attachment 2. 
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few hours of a county’s service center, the proposed project site is located in a region of the 
County with few services and several hours away from the County’s service centers.  Predicting 
impacts is dependent upon a number of variables, most of which will not be known until the 
proposed project reaches peak construction.  Given these variables, County department heads 
and staff used the best information available to estimate the costs impacts to their various 
departments.  Many of these department heads have years of experience addressing the 
challenges faced by the County when servicing Charleston View and its surrounding area.  As 
noted by many of the departments, impact costs will change dramatically depending upon such 
factors such as where the construction workforce resides and the route by which it travels to 
those residences and the project site, the growth inducing aspects from the project on the area of 
Charleston View and surrounding areas and the effectiveness of mitigation measures taken by 
the project proponent in areas such as weed management and security.  Again, these are all 
unknowns. 

The FSA fails to adequately recognize these unknowns and discounted the County’s cost 
estimates based on cost estimates for projects which had yet to be built.  Moreover, those 
projects lacked the unique obstacles faced by the County given the extremely remote location of 
the proposed project.  Table Socio-1 and the maps attached as Attachment 7, identify those 
projects cited in the FSA to support the conclusion that the County’s costs exceed those 
estimated by the other projects that were used as a basis for the Staff’s estimate of the County’s 
costs.  The projects contained in Table Socio-1 and identified in the attached maps, are poor 
comparisons for a number of reasons—the most egregious is that the estimates are largely not 
based upon actual experience.  Although only one project is operating and  the remaining 
projects are either pre-construction or under construction, the documents referenced in support of 
Staff’s conclusions are all based upon preconstruction economic analysis  which attempts to 
estimate impact costs--and such impacts were generally limited to schools, emergency services 
and parks.  With the exception of limited data on law enforcement services, the FSA is void of 
actual impact costs to the host counties during construction and operations.  Moreover, the 
maximum number of construction workers at the proposed project site is estimated to be at least 
twice that for some of the cited projects and 40 times more than at least one of the projects.  
Most importantly, however, is the fact that none of the cited projects are as far removed from 
county services and located in a county with the limited resources of Inyo County. 

TABLE SOCIO-1 
PROJECT COMPARISON CHART 

 
PROJECT 
NAME & 
CITATION 
REFERENC
E 

LOCATION CONSTRUCTI
ON WORKERS 
– AVG 

CONSTRUCTION 
WORKERS – MAX 

CONSTRUCTION 
PERIOD 
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PROJECT 
NAME & 
CITATION 
REFERENC
E 

LOCATION CONSTRUCTI
ON WORKERS 
– AVG 

CONSTRUCTION 
WORKERS – MAX 

CONSTRUCTION 
PERIOD 

Solar 
Millennium 
Ridgecrest 
Power 
Project 
CEC 2010d 

5 miles from 
Ridgecrest CA 

405 633 11 months 

Solar 
Millennium 
Palen Power 
Plant 
CEC 2010c 

10 miles east 
of Desert 
Center 
(Riverside 
County), 25 
miles from 
Blythe, CA 

566 1,145 39 months 

Abengoa 
Mojave Solar 
Project  
CEC 2010b 

20 miles from 
Barstow, CA 

832 1,162 26 months 

Solar 
Millennium 
Blythe Power 
Plant  CEC 
2010a  

8 miles from 
Blythe, CA 

604 1,004 69 months 

Genesis 
Solar Energy 
Project  CEC 
2010e 

25 miles from 
Blythe, CA 

646 1,085 39 months 

Calico Solar 
Project CEC 
2010f 

37 miles from 
Barstow, CA 

700 400 41 months 

Rice Solar 
Energy 
Project 
Power Plant 
CEC 2010g 

32 miles from 
Parker, AZ; 65 
miles from 
Blythe, CA 

349 438 30 months 

Black Rock 
1, 2, and 3 
Geothermal 
Power 
Project  
CEC 2010h 

10 miles from 
Calipatria, CA 

323 572 46 months 
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PROJECT 
NAME & 
CITATION 
REFERENC
E 

LOCATION CONSTRUCTI
ON WORKERS 
– AVG 

CONSTRUCTION 
WORKERS – MAX 

CONSTRUCTION 
PERIOD 

Palmdale 
Hybrid 
Power Plant 
Project CEC 
2010i 

In Palmdale, 
CA 

367 767 27 months 

Beacon Solar 
Energy 
Project  
CEC 2009a 

4 miles from 
California 
City, CA 

477 836 25 months 

Ivanpah  
CEC 2009b 

50 miles from 
Baker, CA 

474 959 36 months 

Victorville 2 
Hybrid 
Power Plant 
Project CEC 
2008 

In Victorville, 
CA 

367 767 27 months 

Niland Gas 
Turbine Plant  
CEC 2006a 

In Niland, CA 40 60 9 months 

El Centro 
Unit 3 
Repower 
Project CEC 
2006b 

In El Centro, 
CA 

73 98 22 months 

Blythe 
Energy 
Power Plant 
Project CEC 
2000 

5 miles from 
Blythe, CA 

Not provided; 
40-130 during 
first four months 

480 18 months 

High Desert 
Project CEC 
1999 

In Victorville, 
CA 

338 370 18 months 

California 
Valley Solar 
Ranch 
SLB County 
2011a 

38 miles from 
Buttonwillow, 
CA; 56 miles 
from San Luis 
Obispo, CA; 
52 miles from 
Paso Robles, 
CA; 65 miles 

214 500 30-36 months 
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PROJECT 
NAME & 
CITATION 
REFERENC
E 

LOCATION CONSTRUCTI
ON WORKERS 
– AVG 

CONSTRUCTION 
WORKERS – MAX 

CONSTRUCTION 
PERIOD 

from 
Bakersfield, 
CA 

Topaz Solar 
Farm Project 
SLB County 
2011b 

48 miles from 
Buttonwillow, 
CA; 40 miles 
from Santa 
Margarita, CA; 
75 miles from 
Bakersfield, 
CA 

400 500 36 months 

 

Inyo County is vast in size, small in population, has virtually no private land and operates with 
limited revenues.  It was with these facts in mind that the County enacted Title 21.  The potential 
for a large scale project, such as the proposed project, to have a catastrophic economic impact on 
the County is very real.  Title 21’s mandate that the project pay for the County’s service related 
impact costs is the only way to protect the County and its residents.   

 B. Testimony Supporting Specific Estimated Impact Costs to County 

County department heads and staff, using the best available information concerning the proposed 
project, estimated project-related service impact costs.  Those estimates and the supporting 
documentation were presented to the CEC and docketed on February 22, 20128.  Those estimates 
were presented to the Inyo County Board of Supervisors at its regular meeting on March 13, 
2012, at which the project proponent also addressed the Board.  In addition, County departments 
participated in a workshop in Sacramento on May 9, 2012, at which each department further 
explained the basis for its cost estimates.   

Since then, the project proponent submitted an updated workforce analysis September 2012, 
which County staff reviewed.  That updated plan resulted in adjustments to cost estimates to the 
Sheriff’s Department and Road Department.  All other estimates remained unchanged.  
Additional information has been presented to the County, both directly at the December 11, 2012 
meeting of the Board of Supervisors and indirectly through filings with the CEC, which raised 
the potential for additional impact costs.  That information included statements from County 

                                                           
8 Prior Filing #2, Letter from Inyo County RE:  Preliminary Estimates for the Fiscal Impacts of the Construction and 
Operation.  Posted February 22, 2012. 
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residents and real estate speculators who stated their intentions of establishing retail or other 
facilities aimed at servicing the construction workforce.  For instance, intervener Jon Zellhoefer 
noted during the December 11, 2012 meeting of the Inyo County Board of Supervisors that he 
intended to reopen his campground and open a bar.   

At that same meeting, KEOL Resources International informed the Board of Supervisors that it 
held the exclusive rights to sell over 120 parcels in the Charleston View area and provided a 
letter from Kelly Chac DeGuzman, which indicated the intent to open a “service depot” to serve 
the residents and construction workers.9  These letters, coupled with the letter submitted from 
Nicholas T. Gabler of KEOL10, suggest that the project will have growth inducing impacts.  In 
addition to impacts to law enforcement and County roads, this potential outgrowth from the 
proposed project may impact a variety of County departments, most of which will not recoup 
their costs through County approved fee schedules as many of those schedules are not adjusted 
based on the location of the new business or activity.   

Below is the additional testimony supporting the County’s estimates of potential impact and, 
where possible, the estimated costs associated with those impacts11.   

1. SHERIFF COSTS – Testimony of Inyo County Sheriff Bill Lutze:   

Sheriff Bill Lutze has more than than 40 years of experience in Inyo County and is a 
former resident and resident deputy of Shoshone.  Sheriff Lutze has been responsible for 
the administration of staffing for the Inyo County Sheriff’s Department since his 
appointment as Lieutenant in 1983.   The estimated impacts to the Sheriff’s Department 
as a result of this project are based on the experience of Sheriff’s Lutze.  The Sheriff’s 
estimates differ from those contained in the FSA for the following reasons: 

a. Clark County Sheriff’s Department, Nevada12 (Ivanpah), Barstow Police 
Department13 (Daggett) and San Luis Obispo County Sheriff’s Department 

                                                           
9
 Attachment 3. 

10  Nicholas T. Gabler Comments Regarding Inyo County’s September 19, 2012 Comments to Hidden Hills SEGS 
on Applicant’s Motion in Limini, docketed by the CEC on October 10, 2012. 
11 This testimony is offered in addition to that included in the Letter from Inyo County RE:  Preliminary Estimates 
for the Fiscal Impacts of the Construction and Operation (Posted February 22, 2012).  The information and 
statements submitted therein are hereby incorporated herein. 
12 The information from Clark County Nevada, the county responsible for providing law enforcement services to 
Primm, Nevada, where the majority of Ivanpah workers stayed during construction, support the County’s position 
that temporary workforce housing will result in an increase demand for law enforcement services.  The FSA 
included only the annual averages, without any comparisons to the actual workforce numbers.  Moreover, the FSA 
failed to adjust the numbers to reflect the period of time between April and June 2011 when construction on a large 
part of the facility ceased.  What is clear is that after commencement of construction, calls for service increase by 
40% in one month, with increases of 10+% seen in at least  9 months.  Specific workforce data is not available and, 
therefore, the monthly comparisons cannot be weighed against the actual monthly workforce numbers.  However, 
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(SunPower and Topaz)14 all experienced increased calls for service and/or 
increased staffing during the construction of solar facilities within those 
jurisdictions.  Each of those facilities had less than half the maximum 
workforce slated for the proposed project.  The HHSEGS project site lies in a 
beat area which is over 3,000 square miles.  Increased calls for service 
resulting from temporary construction workforce housing, increased traffic 
along Old Spanish Trail Highway and the proposed project itself cannot be 
met with the existing staffing levels.  But for this project, the Department 
could continue to patrol the area within its current staffing levels.  The 
increases anticipated as a result of the proposed project warrant the 
establishment of 24/7 patrols, which require a minimum of 7 deputies.   

b. Crime rates, in particular theft related crimes involving construction sites, 
have increased in the adjacent area of western Nevada.  The project site is 
accessible from all sides, with a number of dirt roads running directly into the 
proposed project site, creating a number of access points to the proposed 
project site.  The easy access to the proposed site, coupled with its close 
proximity to an area experiencing an increased crime rate, requires increased 
patrols by law enforcement.  On-site security may deter some criminal 
activity, but the sheer size of the proposed project and the inability of site 
security to forcibly detain suspects, requires an increased presence of law 
enforcement. 

c. The existing Sheriff sub-station is located in Shoshone, California.  The 
facilities are very small and insufficient to accommodate additional staff.   

d. The Memorandum of Understanding between the County and the Deputy 
Sheriff’s Association requires that the County to provide housing and 
premium pay to deputies assigned in the beat area which includes the 
proposed project site.  The deputies hired to fulfill the staffing needs caused 
by the proposed project must be provided housing and premium pay.  These 
benefits are offered due to the difficulty in recruiting for deputies assigned to 
this beat.   

e. It is highly unlikely that the additional staffing levels needed for the 
proposed project can be reduced within five years through attrition.  The 
current demographics of the Inyo County Sheriff’s Department show a very 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
the Ivanpah workforce was expected to be one-half of the estimates for the proposed projects, suggesting the impact 
will be even greater. 
13 Attachment  8. 
14 Attachment  9. 
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young department.  Half of the department is under the age of 38; only 5 are 
over the age of 50.  Only 4 deputies (including the Sheriff) have over 24 years 
of experience.  Historically deputies will not retire until they have 30 or more 
years of service in order to maximize their retirement benefits.  In addition, 
recent changes to the retirement laws provide significant incentives for 
deputies to remain with their current employer to avoid a decrease in 
retirement benefits.  It is therefore highly improbable that the increases in 
authorized strength necessary in order to meet the law enforcement needs 
presented by the proposed project can be reduced through attrition within five 
years.   

2. ROAD IMPACT COSTS – Testimony of Interim Public Works Director Doug 
Wilson: 

The FSA fails to address the cost impacts to the County as a result of the increased usage 
of Old Spanish Trail Highway.  Although the Conditions of Certification in the Traffic 
and Transportation section recommended by CEC staff would require that the project 
proponent repair damage to the roads caused by the proposed project, there is no 
mechanism to reimburse the County for staff time necessary to approve the plans and 
specifications for proposed work on County roads and within County rights of way, 
inspect the actual work, examine the roads for impacts caused during construction and 
operations and work with the CEC and the project proponent to assure the roads are 
repaired.   

The FSA fails to acknowledge that during the construction phase of the proposed project 
the County Road Department will be required to perform a number of tasks associated 
with the project, which tasks do not fall within the exclusive jurisdiction of the CEC.  The 
County has exclusive jurisdiction over any activities occurring on County roads or within 
its rights of way.  The necessary widening of Old Spanish Trail fronting the project site 
and any repairs to Old Spanish Trail from the proposed project site to Highway 127, must 
be reviewed, approved and inspected by the Road Department.  Road Department Staff 
will be additionally burdened with inspecting, documenting and seeking reimbursement 
for damages caused to Old Spanish Trail by errant heavy truck traffic and increased 
traffic due to the commuting workforce.  The costs incurred for those activities would be 
paid by the project proponent but for the exclusive jurisdiction of the CEC.   

In addition, during operations of the proposed project, the County Road Department will 
be solely responsible for the inspection and repair of Old Spanish Trail from the Nevada 
state line to Highway 127.  The County will also be responsible to seek reimbursement 
from the CEC in the event large truck traffic utilizes Old Spanish Trail west of the project 
site. The County estimate of impacts is a conservative estimate based on the increased 
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demands.   Moreover, should the proposed Conditions of Certification addressing road 
repair be rejected by the CEC, the County will incur significant expense in order to 
rehabilitate the road during and after construction, which amount is included in the 
County’s initial estimate.  

3. HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES – Testimony of Inyo County Health and 
Human Services Director Jean Turner: 

Health and Human Services can likely absorb any additional caseloads that result from a 
very small number of project workers relocating to southeastern Inyo County. However, 
in case the demand for services in any of the Health and Human Services programs 
increases in excess of the thresholds for different programs, there would be a requirement 
to hire additional staff - either paraprofessional staff to facilitate connections to services 
in Tecopa, or professional staff based in Bishop or Tecopa to provide direct service.15  As 
explained in the Health and Human Services memo dated January 5, 2012, staffing ratios 
to persons served can vary from 1:6 to 1:150, depending on the program16.  The huge 
variance in staffing ratios, combined with the uncertainty around the number of new 
residents who may be qualified for and seek services from HHS, make it very difficult to 
estimate the impact to the HHS department.  Inyo County is one of many small California 
counties that receive a minimum allocation to provide specific programs.  An increase in 
sales tax revenue generated in any particular area of California will not be proportionally 
allocated back to the county of origin.  As sales tax increases or decreases from one year 
to the next, the allocation is distributed to county social services programs according to a 
fixed funding formula. Therefore, an increase in sales tax generated in Inyo County by 
the project will not necessarily result in an increased state funding allocation to HHS 
programs. 

4. INYO/MONO AGRICULTURE COMMISSIONER AND DIRECTOR OF 
WEIGHTS AND MEASURES – Testimony of Inyo/Mono Agriculture Commissioner and 
Director of Weights and Measures George Milovich: 

The proposed project raises potential impacts to the Inyo/Mono Agriculture 
Commissioner and Director of Weights and Measures from a number of fronts17.  Those 
impacts are not solely limited to weed management impacts.  Impacts to this department, 
which provides services to two remote counties, could include mandated inspections for 
pesticides and weighing and measuring devices.  Potential growth inducing aspects of the 
proposed project, particularly with respect to the establishment of camping and other 

                                                           
15

 Attachment 5. 
16

 Prior Filings, number 2. 
17

 Attachment 4. 
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facilities to serve the construction workforce, may result in unreimbursed service impact 
costs.   

 5. ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH - Testimony of Inyo County Environmental 
Health Department Director Marvin Moskowitz: 

Impact to the Environmental Health Department will vary depending upon the location of 
the workforce housing and establishment of new businesses as a result of the project.18 

 6. PLANNING DEPARTMENT/CODE ENFORCEMENT – Testimony of Inyo 
County Planning Department Director Joshua Hart: 

The project site is surrounded by a number of vacant private properties and illegal 
camping has been an issue for the County in past years.  Should construction workers 
elect to camp either on vacant parcels or on developed parcels absent the appropriate 
permits, those actions would constitute a violation a County code.  If it is necessary for 
the Planning Department to investigate alleged illegal camping, the cost for each trip to 
the vicinity of the proposed project site is approximately $1,000, excluding motor pool 
costs.  Staff time to cite and attempt to remedy the violation can vary depending upon the 
willingness of the violator to come into compliance.  Unless legal action is taken to force 
compliance, the Planning Department is not reimbursed for the costs incurred. 

7. MOTOR POOL – Testimony of Inyo County Administrator and Budget Officer 
Kevin Carunchio: 

The FSA erroneously concludes that County staff will not need to travel to the project 
site or the area surrounding the project site due to the CEC’s exclusive jurisdiction over 
the project.  That analysis, however, fails to address the numerous proposed Conditions 
of Certification which require County involvement during construction (Traffic and 
Transportation, Water Supply and Land Use).  In addition the proposed project may 
result in the need for County employees to travel to the proposed project site or the 
general vicinity in order to address impacts as a direct result of the proposed project.  
Each trip to the project site by County staff located in either Independence or Bishop is 
an average of 500 miles.  The anticipated trips by County employees necessitated by the 
proposed project supports the estimated impacts to the motor pool budget. 

 C. Sales and Use Tax Revenues – Testimony of Eric Myers, Esq. MuniServices, 
LLC and Inyo County Administrator and Budget Officer Kevin Carunchio: 

The FSA significantly over estimates the anticipated revenues to the County from sales 
and use tax.  The best case scenario results in the County receiving approximately $10 
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million.  On the other hand, the worst case scenario would result in the County only 
receiving $2,308,850.  The amounts received will not only depend upon the registration 
of the proposed project site for purposes of sales and use tax, it also will depend upon the 
availability of sales tax exemptions from the California Alternative Energy and Advanced 
Transportation Financing Authority (“CAEATFA”).   

The FSA correctly assumes that the County will receive an allocation under the Bradley-
Burns Local Sales and Use Tax Law; however, it incorrectly assumes that the County 
will also receive a dollar-for-dollar increase in the other three funds distributed to local 
governments.19  That is not the case.  Those three funds, the local revenue fund 
(“SLRF”), the Local Public Safety Fund (“LPSF”) and the Local Revenue Fund 2011 
(“LRF-2011”), will result in minimal increased funds to the County. 

The table in Socio-2 presents the County’s best and worst case scenarios with respect to 
the anticipated receipt of sales and use tax from the construction of the project. 

SOCIO-3 

BEST AND WORST CASE SALES TAX ALLOCATIONS TO THE COUNTY OF INYO 

 Estimated Revenues with 
Registered Jobsite 

Estimated Revenues without a 
Registered Jobsite 

County General 
Fund20 without 

CAEATFA 
Exemption 

 
$10,500,000 

 
$3,974,250 

County General Fund 
with CAEATFA 

Exemption21 

 
$6,040,000 

 
$2,286,140 

 

In addition, the FSA presumes that the project applicant will agree to designate the 
jobsite for the purposes of sales and use tax and, more importantly, take steps to assure 
that its contractors and subcontractors register the jobsite as required by the Board of 
Equalization.  The Inyo County Board of Supervisors approved a simple sales and use tax 
agreement at its December 11, 2012 meeting, which the project proponent refused to 
execute.22  At that meeting, the project proponent requested the Board approve a 

                                                           
19

 Attachment 2. 
20

 Under either scenario the estimated revenues from the State pooled funds (SLRF, LPSF & LRF-2011) is 
approximately $54,000.  Attachment 2 
21

 The impacts should the CAEATFA exemption apply is unknown as the value of the mirrors has not been 
established with any level of certainty.  See, Attachment 2. 
22

 Attachments 3. 
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different agreement and presented a Power Point presentation containing estimated 
revenues flowing to the County from the proposed project.23  Those estimates differ 
dramatically from those contained in the FSA.   

The Inyo County Board of Supervisors rejected the agreement proposed by the project 
proponent because it failed to assure the County that it would be fully compensated for 
project related costs and because it required the County to waive all socio-economic 
claims before the CEC in exchange for a guarantee of limited and likely insufficient 
revenue.  

III. CONCLUSION 

A. Proposed Licensing Condition and Title 21 Findings 

Title 21 requires that the conditions of certification assure that the County’s increased cost for 
services arising from the proposed project are covered by the project proponent.  CEC Staff 
concludes that those costs will be covered through the receipt of sales and use tax during the 
construction of the project and the estimated increase in property taxes during operation; 
however, the expert testimony of Eric Myers makes it clear that the Staff’s analysis may 
significantly over estimate the sales and use tax revenues that will be received by the County as a 
result of the project.  Significantly, the Staff acknowledges that both the estimated costs and 
revenues are uncertain because they are impacted by a variety of unknowns.  Those unknowns 
include uncertainty as to where the workforce will reside, whether or not the project site will be 
registered for sales and use tax purposes, whether or not there will be a sales tax exemption 
under CAEATFA, the effectiveness of site security and the extent of growth induced by the 
proposed project.   

As provided in Title 21, the HHSEGS should not expose the citizens and the government of the 
County of Inyo to the risk that the County will incur project-related costs that are not paid for by 
the project. Therefore, the County requests that the proposed finding of fact number 5 be revised  
so that it accurately acknowledges the uncertainties identified in the FSA concerning the amount 
of project-related revenues that will be received by the County and the amount of project related 
costs that will be incurred by the County. Further, to ensure that the sales, use and property tax 
revenues received by Inyo County as a direct result of the project are adequate to cover Inyo 
County’s costs of providing project-related services and infrastructure, the County requests that a 
new Condition of Certification, “SOCIO 4” be added. The text of the proposed revision and the 
text of the proposed SOCIO 4 are presented below.  
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B. Requested Findings of Fact and Conditions of Certification 

Requested Revision of Proposed Finding of Fact Number 5 (additions are shown by 
underlining and deletions are shown by strikeover) 

5.  The sales tax and other revenue generated for Inyo County during the 
construction and operation periods would may or may not be greater than the 
estimated potential County expenditures resulting from the project. Therefore 
With the imposition of the proposed conditions of certification, including Socio-4 
& 5, the County would have adequate financial resources to provide appropriate 
Sheriff’s protection and other services to the project site and southern Inyo 
County. 

 
Requested New Condition of Certification—SOCIO- 4  

SOCIO-4 In order to ensure that the fiscal revenues received by Inyo County 
as a direct result of the project are adequate to cover Inyo County’s costs of 
providing project-related services and infrastructure as a result of the HHSEGS, 
the project owner and Inyo County shall: 

1.  Within 180 days of the first June 30th  after the start of construction of the 
project, the County of Inyo shall submit to the project owner a statement of costs 
of providing project-related services and infrastructure that were incurred by the 
County since the start of construction of the project together with a statement of 
the total amount of sales and use tax received pursuant to the Bradley-Burns 
Uniform Local Sales and Use Tax Law (the Bradley-Burns local tax allocation) 
and property tax received by the County as a direct result of the project since the 
start of construction. Each year thereafter, the County of Inyo shall submit to the 
project owner an annual statement of costs of providing project-related services 
and infrastructure that were incurred by the County during the previous year 
together with a statement of the total amount of the Bradley-Burns local tax 
allocation and property tax received by the County during the previous year as a 
direct result of the project.  

2.  If a statement submitted by the County of Inyo to the project owner shows that 
the project-related costs incurred by the County exceed the total amount of the 
Bradley-Burns local tax allocation and property tax received by the County as a 
direct result of the project during the period of time covered by the statement, 
unless the project owner challenges the statement as provided below, within 60 
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days of receipt of the statement, the project owner shall pay to the County the 
difference between the costs and the tax revenue.  

3.  If the project owner believes that the amount of the costs or tax revenues 
presented in a statement is incorrect, within 30 days of the receipt of the 
statement, the project owner shall provide to the County a written notice setting 
forth its reasons why it believes that the amounts are incorrect. If the project 
owner disagrees with the amount of sales or use tax received pursuant to the 
Bradley-Burns local tax allocation, the written notice shall be accompanied by an 
audit, undertaken at the project owner’s expense, by a qualified auditor of the 
amount of the sales and use tax received by the County pursuant to the Bradley-
Burns local tax allocation. Unless otherwise agreed by the County and the project 
owner, within 10 days of the receipt of the notice, the County and the project 
owner shall meet and confer in good faith in an attempt to resolve the objections. 
If the County and the project owner are in agreement on the amount to be paid by 
the project owner, the project owner shall pay the agreed upon amount to the 
County within 30 days of the date of agreement. 

4.  If, following the meetings between the County and the project owner, the 
County and the project owner remain in disagreement over the amount to be paid 
by the project owner, unless otherwise agreed by the County and the project 
owner, not later than 45 days after the receipt of the statement, the project owner 
may submit a written statement of the areas of disagreement to the Energy 
Commission for resolution. A copy of the written statement submitted to the 
Energy Commission shall be concurrently provided to the County. If the project 
owner does not submit such a written statement to the Energy Commission within 
the specified time, the project owner shall be deemed to have waived the right to 
challenge the amount in disagreement and shall pay the amount of the statement, 
to the County within 60 days of receipt of the statement.  

5.  A disagreement between the County and the project owner over the amount of 
a statement submitted to the Energy Commission shall be resolved by the Energy 
Commission as described in the section titled “Noncompliance Complaint 
Procedures” described in the “General Conditions Including Compliance 
Monitoring and Closure Plan” of the FSA.   If the CEC makes a final 
determination that Hidden Hills Solar should pay any amount to the County, the 
payment shall be made to the County within 30 days of such determination. Such 
a determination by the CEC shall not be appealable by Inyo County or the project 
owner. 
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6.  County shall be reimbursed all costs of auditing and verifying BOE 
remittences. 

Verification 

Within 30 days of a payment by the project owner to the County of Inyo as 
provided in 2, 3, 4 or 5 above, the project owner shall provide evidence of such 
payment to the CPM.   

Finally, the significant impact on the County’s economy that would result from further depletion 
of the County’s limited supply of private lands should mitigation lands be sited in Inyo County 
warrants the inclusion of a condition which requires a thorough analysis of those impacts.  That 
condition should require such an analysis regardless of whether the project proponent, the 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or another wildlife agency undertakes to mitigate project 
impacts by using private lands within the County. The text of the requested SOCIO-5 is 
presented below. 

 
 
Requested New Condition of Certification—SOCIO-5  
 

 SOCIO-5. In order to assure that the County is fully mitigated for economic impact 
resulting from the placement of mitigation lands within the County of Inyo, the project owner 
shall: 

 

1. The project owner and the CEC, in coordination with the County, shall investigate 
and implement means to enhance degraded public lands (including lands designated 
Wilderness), rather than use private lands in Inyo County for compensatory mitigation, including 
investigating and advocating for means to quantify restoration activities on public lands in lieu 
of direct compensatory mitigation. 

 

 2.  If private lands within Inyo County are to be used as compensatory mitigation for 
impacts of the project, whether such lands are selected before or after certification of the project 
and whether such lands are selected by the project owner, the Department of Fish and Wildlife 
or another wildlife agency using funds paid by project owner to satisfy any mitigation condition, 
prior to selection of such lands, the CEC will cause a study of the lost economic opportunity 
costs which the County would suffer as a result of the conversion of the private lands to 
mitigation lands and the environmental impacts what would result from such conversion and, if 
any such lands are selected, that the CEC will impose appropriate mitigation, including 
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economic mitigation mandated by Title 21 of the Inyo County Code of Ordinances, to fully 
offset any identified adverse impacts to the County and/or to the environment.   
 

 



 GRUEN GRUEN+ASSOCIATES  TEL (415) 433-7598 
 595 MARKET STREET, SUITE 1180 FAX (415) 989-4224 
 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2822 SF@GGASSOC.COM 

 
The Reliability of Energy Commission Forecasts of the Socioeconomic Impacts of 

the Proposed Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System (HHSEGS) 
 
Assignment    
 
As requested by Inyo County, Gruen Gruen +Associates (GG+A) has reviewed the final 
California Energy Commission (CEC) staff’s analysis (FSA) of the proposed HHSEGS 
impacts on the County’s fiscal viability, economic base and social conditions. In their 
summary of  conclusions, the California Energy Commission’s staff accepts the estimates 
and recommendations made in the report authored by Dr. Richard McCann and attached to 
the FSA as “Appendix 1: Socioeconomic and Fiscal Impacts of the Hidden Hills Solar 
Electric Generating System on Inyo County.”     
 
Standards of Reliability     
 
We evaluated the estimates contained and recommended in the McCann report with the 
standards generally applied to the review of predictions make by social scientists. While they 
may include reference to statistical terms, models and technical jargon, the logic of the 
evaluations does not differ from what is used in everyday life and in courts of law. In 
essence, the models or assumptive framework of the methodology used to predict the effects 
of a future event must provide a reasonably accurate representation of the variables that can 
be expected to link the future event (the proposed construction and operation of HHSEGS), 
and be quantified, to historically relevant empirical data (evidence).  
 
Summary of Opinion Concerning Forecast of Induced Expenditures   
 
As discussed in more detail below, we believe the forecasts of the expenditures accepted by 
the CEC staff fail to meet the minimum standards of reliability, because the methodology 
used data extrapolated to the proposed project from a database of 18 proposed energy 
generation projects, of which only one project is operating, some of the remaining projects 
are in pre-construction phases and may never be built, while the remainder are under 
construction. All the extrapolations and predictive judgments made from these projects are 
drawn not from actual experience, but from analysis completed to forecast the impacts of 
these projects before any of them are completed and in operation.  
 
In addition to the obvious flaws associated with using predictions about impacts that have 
yet to happen as the basis for predicting the impacts of the HHSEGS, a review of the 18 
projects indicates that both their  scale and technology, as well as the conditions on the other 
sites, differ significantly from the proposed project and its relation to conditions within 
Charleston View. For example, the maximum number of construction workers at proposed 
HHSEGS is estimated by CH2MHill to be at least twice the number of workers at some of 
the 18, and about 40 times the workers at one of the projects used as the empirical basis for 
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the estimates accepted in the FSA. Further, none of the 18 projects is as far away from 
existing County services as would be the case if the HHSEGS is constructed and operated. 
Simply put, the empirical bases of the expenditure predictions contained in the report 
prepared by Aspen are hypothetical rather than real, and do not constitute valid 
representations of relevant relationships similar to those that can be expected should the 
proposed project be constructed at the Inyo County site. 
 
In stark contrast to the methodology and data used to make the expenditure predictions 
accepted by the CEC staff, the County of Inyo’s forecasts were based on the experience of 
public service providing staff familiar with both past cost determinants in the County and 
conditions in Charleston View. While reliance on past experiences of professionals familiar 
with the unique social, geographic and economic conditions of Inyo County and Charleston 
View is clearly more likely to be the basis for predicting the future expenditures than 
comparables drawn from non-existing projects in areas that are dissimilar from Inyo County, 
the forecasts provided by the County staff do not meet an acceptable level of reliability.  
 
The County forecasts of expenditures are uncertain because they are based on limited 
knowledge of the on-the-ground effects to be generated by the project itself. Examples 
include information about the housing options likely to be taken by the large construction 
area workforce. The Updated Workforce Analysis by CH2MHill estimated the total 
personnel requirements during construction to be approximately 32,933 person-months. The 
number of workers is estimated to peak at approximately 2,293 workers in month 19 of the 
construction period. These approximations were higher than what was estimated in the May 
Aspen report, and significantly larger than many of the so-called 18 comparables listed in the 
appendix to this opinion paper. It should be noted that the maximum or peak construction 
workforce for the HHSEGS project is significantly larger than any of the other proposed, 
under construction, or operating projects that have been used as the basis for the estimate of 
induced County expenditures accepted in the FSA. We also note that the AFC update shows 
the operating workforce would be 100 workers, not the 120 previously indicated.  
 
The Updated Workforce Analysis indicates that 70 percent of the construction workforce 
will be drawn from Inyo, Kern, Mono, San Bernardino and Riverside Counties in California, 
with the remaining 30 percent drawn from Nevada – 25 percent from Clark County and 5 
percent from Nye. There is nothing in either the Aspen report or the AFC that links the 
demand and preferences of a large portion of the workforce expected to come long 
distances from their homes in California counties to work 10-hour days on the site, that at 
least during the work week they will not be able to commute back to their homes. The AFC 
approximates that 5 percent of the total workforce will stay in Tecopa and Shoshone in Inyo 
County, were there are few hotel or motel rooms or RV spaces. Fifteen percent of the total 
workforce is assumed to find accommodations in Pahrump, NV, with “the remaining 50 
percent of the total workforce coming from California are assumed to stay in the Las Vegas 
area about 45 miles to the east of the project site.” None of the workers are assumed to dry 
camp near the site or move trailers or pickup trucks to vacant off-road sites not served with 
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utilities. Thus, the Inyo County department heads seeking to estimate what services or 
monitoring will have to be provided this workforce cannot be certain about the public safety, 
health, or social services and monitoring that will be required. 
 
Summary of Opinion Concerning Forecasts of Induced Revenues 
 
As further discussed in subsequent sections of this opinion, the forecasts of the sales and 
property tax revenues contained in the McCann report fail to meet the standards of reliability 
summarized above, for two reasons: 
 

1. In the McCann report, the project’s proponents are stated as stipulating to the 
provision of certain sales tax revenue agreements that the proponent (Bright Source 
Energy) publically denied in testimony before the Inyo County Board of 
Supervisors. 
 

2. Caveats included in the McCann report cast serious doubt on the certainty of key 
assumptions about taxing and appraisal laws and the way in which they will be 
interpreted to value the HHSEGS site after construction, and allow the County of 
Inyo to collect sales taxes on the materials and equipment used in the construction 
of the project.  

 
Summary of Opinion Concerning Forecasts of Induced Economic Benefits during 
Construction and Operation  
 
The forecasts of induced Inyo County jobs and income presented in McCann report were 
drawn by inputting data on the expected workforce, taken from the AFC, into the regional 
economic model JEDI. We have no criticisms of the JEDI input-output model per-se, but 
because of the small amount of available goods and services in and around the California 
side of the market for such goods and services in Charleston View, we believe the forecast 
derived from the model greatly overstates the actual amount of jobs and incomes the 
construction and operation of the project is likely to bring to Inyo County. Our rationale for 
this opinion is discussed in more detail below.  
 
Basis of Opinion Concerning the Uncertainty Regarding Forecasts of Induced 
Expenditures 
 
Citing the Aspen Report as the source of their forecasts, the December 11th BSE 
presentation projected that the County expenditures that would result from the services 
required during the construction period would total $2,191,600, an estimate that is 
$8,338,166, or almost 400 percent, less than the $11,129,766 that the County staff and Gruen 
Gruen + Associates (“GG+A”), the writers of this opinion, estimated as the marginal cost 
increases that would be imposed on the County during the project’s approximately 29-
month construction period. The difference between the forecast cited by BSE and the 



The Reliability of Energy Commission Forecasts of the Socioeconomic Impacts of 
the Proposed Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System (HHSEGS) 

January 2013 
 

 GRUEN GRUEN+ASSOCIATES  PAGE 4 
 

County’s estimate of the costs likely to impact the County during the approximately 25 years 
of the project’s operation was only slightly less huge. The BSE cited estimate was $388,000 
per year plus 5% per year increase for inflation, while the County’s estimate of $1,791,600 
exclusive of inflation, was $1,403,600 or 360 percent higher than the BSE estimate. 
 
As summarized above, the County’s approach was to utilize a case study approach, drawing 
on the experience of the staff in the service-providing departments who were intimately 
familiar with the costs of historically delivered services, the contracts and regulations that 
governed salary and workforce rules in the County, the unique geographical, topographical 
and social conditions in the County, and the land use and infrastructure conditions that exist 
in the Charleston View area. The County and GG+A agree with the methodological dictum 
spelled out on page 12 of the Aspen Report, which pointed to the need to identify the 
“marginal costs” induced in order to estimate the fiscal expenditures that will be induced by 
projects such as the proposed HHSEGS. The County also agrees with the Aspen Report’s 
recognition of the economic cannon that some increased service outputs will generate 
“lumpy costs” when a service cannot merely be provided by an incremental expansion of the 
existing base of service-providing staff and capital facilities. 
 
Our review of the BSE presentation of December 11, 2012 and the Aspen Report of May, 
2012 suggests that neither of the two referenced methodological cannons have been 
followed in derivation of the forecasts in the Aspen Report. In nearly all the services 
considered, the default assumption of the report and its interpretation by BSE is that the 
needed services can be provided with existing staff and facilities, or by slight additions to 
those capacities, with no significant increases in the fixed costs of either staff or capital 
facilities. These assumptions stem partially from the approach to the cost variable 
investigation, which is to assume away the uniqueness of the present Charleston View 
service demands and their distance from the bases of existing service providers. For 
example, when considering the project-induced cost of the services provided by the County 
Sherriff’s office, BSE’s December 11 PowerPoint presentation includes the following 
statements: 
 

“The Aspen Report states, there will not be a significant increases in 
response requirements. This is based on an analysis of 16 similar projects.” 1  
 
 “The Aspen Report describes a possible requirement for two (2) deputies 
during construction to be phased out through natural attrition. These 
deputies are to be based out of the existing Tecopa/Shoshone substation.” 

 
The “18 similar projects”  1 were not only considered to be comparables for use in estimating 
the likely services and costs that the project will require of the Sheriff’s Department, but 
these alleged comparables were also used as the foundation for the other estimates in the 
Aspen report accepted by the FSA. One of these projects, the Rio Mesa project, has been 
abandoned by BrightSource, and the same fate could possibly apply to some of the others 

                                                           
1 While we believe the BSE PowerPoint suggested the number 16 because two of the projects were 
combined, the actual count was 18 projects. 
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where no construction has started. Only one of the 18 projects is actually constructed and in 
operation. Further, as shown by the matrix of the number of employees estimated to be 
employed during the construction periods of these other projects, assuming they were to be 
built, the scale of most of these projects is significantly different than the construction 
workforce scale of the project proposed for Inyo County. Also, it appears that Ivanpah is the 
only project out of the 18 noted that has a similar solar installation. 
 
The same is true, as mentioned above, regarding the hotel facilities available near the other 
projects. The Ivanpah project is located only six miles from Primm, NV, which has a supply 
of 2,642 hotel rooms, with historical vacancy rates that suggest the availability of these to 
workers wanting to stay during the work week and then returning to their homes on the 
weekends. Further, Primm is only 38.5 miles from Las Vegas on an interstate highway with 
excess capacity. Barstow, which is a little over 100 miles from the Ivanpah project, is located 
on Hwy 15.  
 
The speed that law enforcement officers are trained to make when responding to 
emergencies over such roads is significantly higher than on the roadways between Inyo 
County Sheriff stations and the project’s location in Charleston View. Driving time, not 
mileage, is routinely used for evaluating the market for new projects and agglomerations, as 
well as to enable an accurate analysis of the adequacy of existing infrastructure. When 
measured in time, not distance, it is clear that the responses of police stationed near Ivanpah 
will be significantly faster than the response time from the Inyo County’s Sheriff station 
closest to the HHSEGS project. Driving great distances through Death Valley in a sheriff’s 
car will be significantly slower than driving over the interstate from Barstow to Ivanpah. 
 
Basis for Concluding that FSA Forecasts of Revenues Likely to be Generated by the 
Proposed Project are Uncertain 
 
The Aspen Report utilized a revenue estimate of $86,500,000 during the construction period 
and $1,100,000 per year during the 25-year operation period. Therefore, the net present value 
fiscal impact was positive, even using the County’s estimate of induced expenditures, 
because the very large construction period revenue estimate offset the annual loss of 
$650,000 per year that resulted when the Aspen estimate of $1,100,000 was subtracted from 
the County’s annual expenditure estimate of $1,700,000 induced by the operations of 
HHSEGS.  
 
 The County has never accepted the validity of the $86,500,000 construction period revenue 
estimate, and has pointed out that to garner anything close to the $34,755,000 that 
CH2MHill indicated was an estimate provided by BSE would require the implementation of 
a very special, specific agreement between BSE and the County. Estimates of anything close 
to $1,000,000 per year during the 25 or so years of the project’s operation are primarily based 
on forecasts of an annual property tax at or above that amount. But all Aspen Report 
forecasts are presented with a broad variety of caveats about the assumptions that underpin 
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these property tax estimates. The laws that exempt alternative energy elements from the 
property tax base could be expected to result in valuation appeals that, if not turned down by 
the courts, could easily reduce the taxable base of the project well below the $1,700,000 
estimated annual costs to the County. Further, as also pointed out in the Aspen Report, 
annual depreciation charges could further erode the initial property tax base, which would 
have to be set as some percentage of initial construction costs since BSE has already 
indicated that the County will not be provided with the income data that would be required 
to value the property by the income approach.  
 
In discussing the possibility that annual depreciation charges will further lower the original 
base, the Aspen Report states that the base would be increased again by future buyers of the 
project. This statement about the effect of future sales raising the property tax base of the 
project is either naïve or disingenuous. In line with the policy of most major non-residential 
property sales since the institution of Proposition 13, the seller will not be selling the 
property but the corporate entity that owns the project, so that the new owner picks up the 
depreciated base of the original owner. 
 
To further elaborate on the likelihood that revenues will be far below what the Aspen 
Report forecasts does not seem worthwhile in the face of the presentation that BSE made 
before the Inyo County Board of Supervisors on December 11, 2012. BrightSource offered 
to guarantee construction period payments of only about $7.8 million. No guarantees were 
suggested for the 25-year operating period. Thus, there is a large and very real disconnect 
between the revenues that have been forecast in the Aspen and related reports with what 
BSE is actually willing to commit. If the Inyo County Board had accepted the proposition 
that was put to them on December 11, they may very well have been setting the County up 
for a future fiscal loss that would have exceeded $21 million in present value dollars. 
 
For the reasons described above, constructing the proposed Hidden Hills Solar Electric 
Generating System in Inyo County would very likely impose what could be a very significant 
negative gap between imposed and induced costs and revenues on the County. In no way 
would the income forecast contained in the FSA be large enough to offset any significant 
requirement on the part of the County to subsidize the project. The forecast of jobs and 
income accepted in the FSA is very likely to overstate these economic benefits. Below, we 
once again summarize our reasons for this belief. 
 
The regional economic model, JEDI, was used to estimate the economic benefits of both 
the construction and ongoing impacts of the project during operation. Important inputs to 
the model included estimates that during the construction phase, thirty-two (32) jobs would 
be created in the County directly from construction activity, and then the model was used to 
forecast that another seventy-seven (77) jobs would be induced through increased activity in 
the County. This means that during construction, total earnings by County residents would 
increase by $12.1 million, while the output of the Inyo County economy would increase by 
$73.8 million in the full 29-month period, or about $30.5 million per year. 
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The model was also used to look at the effect of assuming that six (6) jobs out of a total of 
120 jobs during the operation period would be filled by local residents. These jobs were 
forecast to “multiply” to create an additional fourteen (14) jobs, with total annual earnings of 
$1.1 million, with $2.3 million in output. While these contributions to the County economy 
are relatively small compared to the previously discussed effect of taxable construction 
spending and increases in the property tax base forecast, they are nevertheless quite 
questionable because of the JEDI model’s failure to take cognizance of the geographic 
distribution of economic activity within Inyo County. 
 
“Small area analysis is notorious for over-estimating local impacts.” This comment was made 
by Prof. Geoffrey J.D. Hewings, the Director of the Regional Economic Applications 
Laboratory at the University of Illinois, an internationally-respected expert in regional 
economic analysis. Hewings’ comment reflects the reality that economic activity is never 
spread evenly through space, but concentrated within differentiated agglomerations. Simply 
put, in those cases where a proposed new economic activity or construction project is 
located near other activity centers, input-output models such as JEDI can be reasonably 
depended upon, even when they deal with areas as small as a single county. However, given 
the sparseness of economic activity near the proposed site but within Inyo County, models 
such as JEDI can be quite misleading.  
 
The area around the proposed project has very little to offer in terms of economic activity, 
but is close to much larger and more attractive activity in Nevada. Sixty-five percent of Inyo 
County’s taxable sales are made in the incorporated City of Bishop. Bishop is 241 miles and, 
according to Mapquest, a 4-hour and 13-minute drive from Tecopa. Tecopa, again according 
to Mapquest, is 26 miles and 39 minutes driving time to Pahrump, while Las Vegas, NV is 82 
miles and 1 hour and 38 minutes driving time.  
 
The implicit assumptions of the generalizations of the JEDI model, which are built on an 
economic model which was first proposed by Nobel Laureate Wassily Leontief in the late 
1930s, was preceded by Reilly’s Law of Retail Gravitation to predict the area from which 
customers will come to various retail outlets. Reilly’s Law noted that the attraction of retail 
outlets increased with their size and decreased with their distance from potential customers. 
The use of the JEDI model to estimate the indirect jobs and output that will be induced by 
local residents of the County working at the site violates Reilly’s law, which neither Leontief 
nor any other economist has ever rejected. While it’s impossible to make a sure-footed 
forecast of how many local residents will work at the project during its construction or 
operation, the JEDI’s estimate of their multiplier effect within the County is very likely to be 
over optimistic. 
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Memorandum 
To: Ms. Dana Crom, Esq., 

 County Counsel’s Office, 

 County of Inyo 

 

From: Eric Myers, Esq., MuniServices 

 

Date:  February 1, 2013 

 

Re:  Allocation of sales tax to the County’s general fund from proposed solar plant 

Introduction 

A company intends to build a large solar-thermal electricity generating plant in the 

unincorporated area of Inyo County.  During construction, in particular, there will be 

impacts to the County (the “impacts”).  For example, the County will need to increase its 

staffing in the Sherriff’s Department to deal with traffic and security.  The County needs to 

have a reasonably reliable estimate of how much local sales tax revenue will be available in 

the General fund to offset the various impacts of the construction to the County so that the 

County may provide that information to the California Energy Commission (the 

“Commission”). 

The County has reviewed reports from other parties involved in the proceeding before the 

Commission that estimate that the project will generate between $82.9 million and $100.4 

million in total sales tax.1  Those reports also assert that the County will receive anywhere 

between $24.1 million and $29.2 million of local sales and transaction tax during 

construction.  The claim is that between $8 million and $9.7 million in local sales tax will go 

to the County’s general fund, between $5.3 and $6.5 million would go to the Special 

Districts, and between $10.7 and $13 million would be allocated to the County indirectly 

through the state administered funds.   

The project is estimated to cost about $2.2 billion to build with direct material costs 

estimated at about $1.05 billion. 

The County would like to know whether the estimated local sales and transaction tax to it 

of between $24.1 million and $29.2 million is a reasonable estimate.  The County has asked 

us to answer the below questions that will help the County evaluate this estimate. 
                                                           
1
 Appendix Socio-1, prepared by Dr. Richard McCann, MPP, Ph.D., dated December 2012, p. 2. 
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Issues and brief answers 

1. How is the Bradley-Burns sales tax revenue from this project affected if: the 

contractor does register the jobsite and reports the local sales tax directly to the 

County; or does not register the jobsite and thus the local sales tax is reported 

through the countywide pool? 

Brief Answer.  If the contractor does not register the jobsite the county 

receives about 0.3785% of the generated sales and use tax rather than 1%.  If 

there are about $1.05 billion in taxable sales, then non-registration reduces 

the County’s share of the Bradley-Burns tax from about $10.5 million to 

about $4 million. 

 

2. What non-Bradley-Burns sales tax revenue does the County typically receive? 

Brief Answer. The County receives an allocation from three non-Bradley-

Burns funds.  The first is the local revenue fund (the “SLRF”).  The second is 

the Local Public Safety Fund (the “LPSF”).  The third fund is the Local 

Revenue Fund 2011 (the “LRF-2011”). 

 

3. How much would the County’s share be of each of those funds assuming that the 

taxable portion of the construction cost is $1,050,000,000?   

Brief Answer. I can estimate that the state would receive about $24.2 Million 

from this project for those three funds.  But the County’s portion would 

probably be less than $50,000.      

 

4. What restrictions are there on the County’s use of the non-Bradley-Burns sales tax 

revenue? 

Brief Answer. The SLRF fund can only be used for expenditures authorized for 

the local health and welfare trust fund.  The LPSF funds can only be used to 

fund public safety services. And LRF-2011 is also earmarked for health and 

safety expenditures and not for the general fund. 

 While neither SLRF nor the LPSF could contribute to the general fund, 

the LPSF monies should be available for funding additional safety officers.  

The LRF-2011 fund may also be available for offsetting some of the cost of 

safety officers. 

 Additionally, the .25% that is contributed to the County 

Transportation Fund, although it is technically a Bradley-Burns tax, is also 

not appropriated to the general fund. 
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Hypothetical examples 

 If we assume, for the ease of calculation, that the project would generate $1,000,000 

in taxable sales, the County’s general fund would receive about $3,800 if the site were not 

registered and about $10,000 if it were registered.   (See Table C-1 below.) 

 If the project generates the estimated $1.05 billion in total taxable sales we would 

still only expect to see about $4 million in general fund revenue to the County if the jobsite 

was not registered and about $10.5 million in general fund revenue to the County if the 

jobsite is registered.  

Table C-1: Comparing the impact of registration on two hypothetical amounts 

Taxable sales General fund amount 
w/o registered site 

General fund amount with 
registered site 

$         1,000,000.00 $            3,785.00 $           10,000.00 
$   1,050,000,000.00 $     3,974,250.00 $    10,500,000.00 

 

 

Analysis 

1. Jobsite registration allows the County to receive significantly more of the Bradley-

Burns sales tax that will be generated from this site. 

The State Board of Equalization allows, but does not require, construction contractors to 

register the construction site (also called the jobsite) as its place of business.2  The jobsite 

may be registered if the contract price is for $5,000,000 or more.3  Given that the estimated 

material costs are $1.05 billion, it is likely that this construction contract would qualify for 

registration. 

The effect of this registration on the County is significant.  If the jobsite is not registered, 

then all Bradley-Burns sales or use tax from the installation of sales of fixtures or 

consumption of materials at the jobsite is allocated to a state administered countywide 

pool and then the county is given a share of that money.  This method of allocation is 

referred to as indirect allocation.  The County’s share of the countywide pool is about 38%.   

Consequently, if the jobsite is not registered, the county only receives about 0.3785% of the 

Bradley-Burns tax generated from fixtures and materials (.75% tax rate +.25% property tax 

in lieu of sales tax * 37.85% share of the pool).  In contrast, if the site is registered, the 

                                                           
2
 See Exhibit A. 

3
 We assume that the estimated $1.05 billion in materials costs will be included in a general contract price. 
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County receives the full 0.75% of the Bradley-Burns tax plus .25% of property tax in-lieu of 

sales tax on fixtures and materials.  If there are about $1.05 billion in taxable sales, indirect 

allocation reduces the County’s share of the Bradley-burns tax from about $10.5 million to 

about $4 million. 

 

2. The County receives a small portion of the components of the statewide non-Bradley-

Burns portions of the sales and use tax. 

According to the SBE’s current breakdown of the components of the sales tax4 , the County 

receives an allocation from three non-Bradley-Burns funds.5  The first is the local revenue 

fund (the “SLRF”).  The second is the Local Public Safety Fund (the “LPSF”).  The third fund 

is the Local Revenue Fund 2011 (the “LRF-2011”).  As discussed in more detail in section 3 

below, none of these funds is deposited in the County general fund.  Furthermore, the 

monies are pooled at the state level and the county gets a small percentage of the state pool 

of money based on certain apportionment formulas. 

 

3. The County’s portion of the SLRF, LPSF, and LRF-2011 funds is quite small. 

Let’s take each fund in turn.  

First is the SLRF.  The State receives 0.5% of taxable sales for this fund.6  It pools that 

money and allocates it to the County health and welfare trust fund.7   Based on the figures 

available for fiscal year 2011-2012 apportionments it would appear that the County 

receives about 0.4208% of the statewide pool into this fund.8 Assuming an increase in 

taxable sales of $1.05 billion the county would receive about $22,000 in increased funding 

for this fund. 

Second is the LPSF.  The comptroller indicates that in FY 2011-2012 the county received 

0.0641% of this State fund.9  This means an increase in $1.05 billion in taxable sales would 

                                                           
4
 This analysis excludes transaction and use taxes (also called “District taxes”).  See Exhibit B for the SBE’s 

breakdown of the sales tax into its component funds. 
5
 There is a fourth but since it is property tax in-lieu of sales tax, I did not include it here.  This fund is noted as a 

state fund in Exhibit B as the “States Fiscal Recovery Fund.”  It is a 0.25% sales tax that the State dedicates to 
repaying its bonds.  But it funds the 0.25% of sales tax back to the County dollar for dollar via property tax from the 
State.  This is referred to as the “triple-flip.”  Because the fund itself is not apportioned back, I included the 
property tax in-lieu in the base rate of 1% rather than treat it as a separate fund here. 
6
 See Exhibit B. 

7
 See Ca Wel. & Inst. §17600. 

8
 See Exhibit C. 

9
 See Exhibit D. 
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increase the County’s money from this fund by about $3,000, at that allocation rate.10  

Because the increase in local taxes would increase the County’s allocation rate somewhat,  I 

would estimate between $3000 and $15,000 as the total share to the County from this fund 

over the 30 months of the project. 

Third is the LRF-2011 fund.  I have been unable to find complete information from the State 

Controller on the amounts distributed to the County for this amount.  For the accounts and 

subaccounts where I was able to locate a percentage of allocations for the year-to-date  for 

FY 2012-2013 the County receives, on average, 0.0603% of the fund.11  Thus, the county 

could expect to receive approximately $7000 from the increased sales tax for the LRF-2011 

fund.  

In short, because these monies are pooled at the state level and then distributed to all 

counties in California the increase in the County’s portions of these funds from even this 

large of a project are trivial amounts. 

4. None of the non-Bradley Burns, state funds that are apportioned to the County may 

be placed in the general fund; all of them are earmarked for specific types of 

expenditures.  

None of the three funds are deposited in the County’s general fund.  For that matter, the 

.25% of the Bradley-Burns tax that is deposited in the County Transportation Fund is also 

not available for use in the general fund.  

Per the legislation codified in sections 17600.10 and 17609 of the Welfare and Institutions 

code, The SLRF fund can only be used for expenditures authorized for the local health and 

welfare trust fund, which are primarily for health and social services expenditures. 

The LPSF funds can only be used to fund public safety services. 12   But it could be used to 

pay for hiring safety officers.13 

Finally, LRF-2011 is also not allocated to the general fund but to special accounts and the 

monies from it may only be spent for specific purposes related to law enforcement, abuse 

                                                           
10 According to Inyo County Auditor/Controller Leslie Chapman, LPSF funds are allocated in Inyo County as follows:  

District Attorney – 11.12%; Public Defender – 6.09%; Sheriff – 36.38%; Jail – 24.59%; Probation – 9.87%; Juvenile 

Institutions – 10.95%; City of Bishop – 1.00%. 

11
 See Exhibit E. 

12
 Cal. Const. Art. XIII, sect. 35. 

13
 See Gov. Code §30052. 
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prevention, and mental health services.14  Monies from LRF-2011 could be used to fund 

certain types of law enforcement officers.15 

 

Key Assumptions 

1. That the costs of fixtures and materials will be about $1.05 billion and those will 

be purchased by the contractor ex tax. 

2. That those taxable purchases by workers while in Inyo County will be negligible. 

3. That increases in the three State funds are proportionally distributed and not 

offset by some growth in need or base amount of tax in some other County. 

4. That the cost of equipment (either purchase or lease) is not a significant part of 

the $1.05 billion in estimated taxable sales transactions. 

5. The contractor cannot issue a resale certificate for materials (as defined in 

Regulation 1521 of the Title 18 of the California Code of Regulations) because it 

is the consumer of those goods. 

6. That the County’s portion of the three state funds will not be significantly 

different between FY-2011-2012 and the construction portion of the project. 

 

Scope of the Research 

1. The scope of the research is limited to the questions in this memorandum. 

2. I did not research the impact of the project on Transaction and Use Tax (District 

Tax). 

 

Disclaimer 

As you are aware, I am an attorney but not the County’s attorney.  I am in-house counsel for 

MuniServices, which is the County’s sales tax consultant.  I am providing my research to 

you in my capacity as an employee of the County’s consultant and not as an attorney for the 

County.   I am not providing you legal advice; MuniServices does not provide legal advice.  

You understand that we have no attorney-client relationship and none is formed by my 

involvement in this matter.   

 

 

                                                           
14

 See Gov. Code §30025 (f)(9)-(16), (i) 
15

 Id at (i). 
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Conclusion 

The estimates of between $24 million and $29 million in local sales and use tax appear to 

be incorrect. Our estimation is that the County would receive about $10.5 million in sales 

and use tax (excluding transaction and use tax) during the construction if the taxable sales 

are about $1.05 billion and the jobsite is registered.  The amounts from the three state-

allocated funds will be trivial.  As you can see in the table below the main difference 

between our estimate and that contained in Socio-1 are the impact of registration of the 

jobsite and the calculation of the state-pooled funds. 

Table C-2: Comparisons of estimated sales tax revenue 

 Our estimate with a 
registered jobsite 

Our estimate 
without a 
registered jobsite 

The low estimate from 
Socio-1 

County General 
Fund 

$10,500,000 $3,974,250 $8,000,000 

District Taxes 
(TUT) 

(not part of our research) (not part of our 
research) 

$5, 300,000 

State  pooled 
funds (SLRF, LPSF, 
LRF-2011) 

Approx. $54,000 Approx. $54,000 $10,700,000 

 

Table C-3 below shows the impact of the different evaluations of the state-pooled funds on the 

estimated total sales tax to the County. 

Table C-3: Estimates of sales tax dollars to County excluding District Taxes

 



Detailed Description of the Sales& Use Tax Rate

The tax rate (/sutax/pam71.htm) in your area may be higher than 7.50% depending on the district taxes that apply there.

Components of the Statewide 7.50 percent Sales and Use Tax Rate:

Rate Jurisdiction Purpose Authority

3.6875% State Goes to State's General Fund Revenue and Taxation Code 
Sections 6051, 6201

0.25% State Goes to State's General Fund Revenue and Taxation Code 
Sections 6051.3, 6201.3 
(Inoperative 1/1/01 –
12/31/01)

0.25% State Goes to State's Fiscal Recovery Fund, to pay 
off Economic Recovery Bonds (2004)

Revenue and Taxation Code 
Sections 6051.5, 6201.5 
(Operative 7/1/04)

0.50% State Goes to Local Public Safety Fund to support 
local criminal justice activities (1993)

Section 35, Article XIII, State 
Constitution

0.25% State Goes to State's Education Protection Account 
to support school districts, county offices of 
education, charter schools, and community 
college districts.

Section 36, Article XIII, State 
Constitution (Operative 
1/1/13 to 12/31/16)

0.50% State Goes to Local Revenue Fund to support local 
health and social services programs (1991 
Realignment)

Revenue and Taxation Code 
Sections 6051.2, 6201.2

1.0625% State Goes to Local Revenue Fund 2011 Revenue and Taxation Code 
Sections 6051.15 and 
6201.15 

1.00% Local 0.25% Goes to county transportation funds
0.75% Goes to city or county operations

Revenue and Taxation Code 
Section 7203.1 (Operative 
7/1/04)

Total:

7.50% State/Local Total Statewide Base Sales and Use Tax Rate

Copyright © 2013 State of California 

(http://www.ca.gov/) (/index.htm) 

Page 1 of 1Detailed Description of the Sales and Use Tax Rate - Board of Equalization

1/24/2013http://www.boe.ca.gov/news/sp111500att.htm



Exhibit C

Components of the trust fund Percentages
mental health account* 0.103%
social services account* 0.0624%
the health account* 0.1659%
the CalWORK's maintenance of 
effort account*

0.0898%

Total 0.4208%

Assumed amount of taxable 
sales

$1,050,000,000.00

Estimated increased revenue to 
County

$22,093.19

Sources: 
*http://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_payments_realign_fy1112_base.html. 

** http://www.sco.ca.gov/Files-ARD-Payments/Realign/calworks_1112_ytd.pdf

Both sources last accessed on January 28, 2013.



State Controller's Office
Division Of Accounting And Reporting

Fiscal Year 2010-2011 Program Allocation
(New Base For 2011-12 Fiscal Year)  

Sales Tax Vehicle License Fee Vehicle License 
Collection Total Programs

Mental Social Mental Social Mental Total
County Health Services Health Health Services Health Health Allocation
Alameda 35,644,345.73$       62,684,832.27$       12,572,151.45$    12,191,504.59$    1,749,079.82$     39,701,657.05$       264,714.10$      164,808,285.01$     
Alpine  141,339.57  182,989.90  34,107.11  51,013.12  29,733.81  108,652.14  162.75  547,998.40
Amador  517,521.23  1,111,453.08  426,998.78  245,249.44  59,951.27  1,408,051.22  14,723.10  3,783,948.12
Butte  4,407,767.05  14,453,715.88  2,872,616.47  2,128,991.74  523,691.61  9,087,007.34  164,966.90  33,638,756.99
Calaveras  619,790.49  1,768,088.79  438,045.25  303,166.54  51,019.87  1,447,791.62  20,672.40  4,648,574.96
Colusa  501,660.89  1,008,994.09  343,526.87  186,613.22  53,633.06  1,148,144.37  2,667.00  3,245,239.50
Contra Costa  17,497,511.37  34,401,359.72  6,466,377.78  6,911,222.57  1,819,211.48  20,158,208.42  133,707.00  87,387,598.34
Del Norte  678,744.47  1,664,639.02  408,660.60  311,292.48  61,052.54  1,357,464.14  22,799.70  4,504,652.95
El Dorado  2,205,746.88  4,692,716.61  1,590,024.75  898,252.10  235,151.95  5,255,870.20  66,130.75  14,943,893.24
Fresno  18,096,566.77  41,580,522.10  8,177,704.10  11,526,104.13  1,595,971.94  24,621,091.70  727,543.25  106,325,503.99
Glenn  639,408.90  1,849,369.35  393,103.17  259,524.28  52,172.22  1,302,288.95  15,110.20  4,510,977.07
Humboldt  3,511,964.65  7,871,792.46  2,772,961.19  1,397,796.46  453,405.53  9,147,234.86  79,080.40  25,234,235.55
Imperial  2,965,873.48  8,507,191.93  2,829,385.78  2,041,116.81  221,054.63  9,064,158.46  111,662.95  25,740,444.04
Inyo  711,143.96  889,794.97  533,198.62  309,810.14  73,712.91  1,771,077.05  1,710.45  4,290,448.10
Kern  12,727,779.15  29,446,804.98  5,531,848.16  7,555,399.33  895,397.94  16,769,408.61  402,624.25  73,329,262.42
Kings  2,346,475.67  5,102,380.37  1,432,930.51  1,109,472.69  267,176.96  4,517,667.94  83,155.80  14,859,259.94
Lake  1,345,162.21  5,254,690.36  641,048.02  643,085.86  207,161.82  1,986,856.23  49,420.35  10,127,424.85
Lassen  673,991.35  1,716,368.71  430,725.96  301,655.45  53,007.80  1,423,612.35  23,323.65  4,622,685.27
Los Angeles  211,805,025.90  452,871,352.19  99,810,237.21  85,887,487.93  15,824,102.88  317,910,853.11  2,019,671.15  1,186,128,730.37
Madera  2,041,948.06  4,413,965.75  1,428,404.42  1,303,891.55  216,035.36  4,450,901.68  79,191.35  13,934,338.17
Marin  7,575,882.03  7,215,515.01  3,143,599.12  2,693,659.24  200,684.82  10,541,716.84  171,214.75  31,542,271.81
Mariposa  387,169.40  1,306,778.89  229,090.66  188,335.52  49,168.97  758,583.55  4,399.50  2,923,526.49
Mendocino  2,353,465.07  7,307,314.51  916,491.67  873,617.38  285,698.49  2,872,833.54  21,532.00  14,630,952.66
Merced  4,703,191.59  9,711,108.38  2,023,845.49  2,730,874.94  674,285.53  5,553,984.17  198,507.40  25,595,797.50
Modoc  375,765.13  603,648.11  254,286.45  141,990.06  50,119.60  836,679.77  2,608.90  2,265,098.02
Mono  297,425.99  475,387.65  366,834.12  129,036.49  48,750.06  1,194,151.54  379.75  2,511,965.60
Monterey  6,612,010.95  12,351,290.05  2,609,951.99  2,630,151.11  554,510.09  8,169,942.88  162,006.60  33,089,863.67
Napa  3,867,625.17  3,872,383.64  1,347,196.66  1,403,540.82  173,227.75  4,444,211.61  119,992.60  15,228,178.25
Nevada  1,573,939.25  3,274,291.52  867,675.75  605,214.92  191,430.55  2,818,641.99  39,771.55  9,370,965.53
Orange  39,725,272.95  59,699,678.79  20,710,368.64  19,899,214.93  2,270,011.36  53,459,796.92  970,909.45  196,735,253.04
Placer  3,109,337.94  9,300,872.43  1,223,351.24  1,339,932.07  321,488.50  3,475,002.90  80,526.95  18,850,512.03
Plumas  511,406.28  1,558,361.03  364,511.37  256,947.28  65,634.23  1,194,991.31  14,129.50  3,965,981.00
Riverside  21,898,101.43  75,979,020.11  10,571,220.35  14,164,954.83  2,095,541.91  31,320,157.93  625,522.80  156,654,519.36
Sacramento  25,760,172.43  85,373,304.73  11,073,547.81  14,905,220.23  2,491,577.20  32,428,453.58  865,936.75  172,898,212.73
San Benito  687,720.46  1,858,854.82  511,496.29  363,217.23  62,543.33  1,705,614.47  21,275.10  5,210,721.70
San Bernardino  28,681,700.70  72,732,633.98  12,845,581.98  18,989,593.43  2,928,390.16  34,790,086.20  1,060,067.75  172,028,054.20
San Diego  47,647,606.12  102,323,305.04  25,068,264.43  26,133,352.98  5,060,264.71  59,442,185.45  1,526,387.10  267,201,365.83
San Francisco  39,689,182.98  52,900,126.81  19,040,872.97  13,863,406.53  1,662,375.08  60,632,170.96  1,191,133.30  188,979,268.63
San Joaquin  12,727,343.56  28,767,169.95  4,914,565.61  5,762,879.35  1,149,958.53  13,694,782.17  491,068.90  67,507,768.07
San Luis Obispo  3,567,439.40  7,505,690.37  1,475,791.70  1,472,145.05  281,066.43  4,559,997.35  99,272.60  18,961,402.90
San Mateo  18,306,861.08  16,527,493.71  4,490,715.80  6,361,567.80  978,514.62  14,071,172.12  285,421.15  61,021,746.28
Santa Barbara  6,866,201.18  9,576,327.38  2,695,565.51  2,637,514.99  655,523.92  8,405,681.53  58,751.70  30,895,566.21
Santa Clara  32,453,161.48  58,015,542.00  10,903,431.08  12,971,837.44  2,259,398.34  33,830,394.01  299,048.40  150,732,812.75
Santa Cruz  4,172,075.53  7,488,996.60  1,789,681.53  1,667,643.93  325,780.68  5,700,623.35  38,863.30  21,183,664.92
Shasta  3,713,697.54  8,749,249.90  2,479,580.67  1,680,049.52  519,535.84  7,789,905.52  130,656.05  25,062,675.04
Sierra  197,175.59  491,483.12  86,054.25  91,282.63  40,646.98  277,028.46  550.90  1,184,221.93
Siskiyou  982,914.08  2,529,531.28  669,567.42  456,554.02  95,409.89  2,202,034.75  39,668.30  6,975,679.74
Solano  7,575,913.60  12,316,248.88  3,583,076.97  2,857,275.72  547,629.77  11,101,541.13  80,270.05  38,061,956.12
Sonoma  7,966,901.78  16,975,254.64  5,574,242.30  2,840,482.41  691,194.22  17,960,283.40  74,340.70  52,082,699.45
Stanislaus  8,095,542.31  14,668,626.36  3,756,009.76  4,737,825.66  908,808.84  11,132,596.16  321,338.15  43,620,747.24
Sutter  3,191,905.09  3,226,785.62  1,297,134.29  1,442,863.68  176,658.57  4,344,225.14  120,507.10  13,800,079.49
Tehama  1,448,736.25  3,760,177.04  881,675.23  595,123.11  110,751.41  2,925,949.18  37,162.65  9,759,574.87
Trinity  404,641.23  850,866.65  377,506.50  192,240.51  56,030.41  1,237,869.22  3,546.55  3,122,701.07
Tulare  8,127,574.58  15,936,236.04  3,602,469.94  5,074,521.62  872,503.58  9,913,485.66  349,345.50  43,876,136.92
Tuolumne  897,546.15  1,612,679.28  678,374.22  409,395.39  81,437.58  2,266,456.96  28,858.20  5,974,747.78
Ventura  10,693,596.80  14,105,478.16  4,288,377.78  4,497,741.75  802,308.80  13,140,385.08  150,019.10  47,677,907.47
Yolo  3,592,325.71  8,037,642.02  1,190,049.25  1,345,572.34  413,327.13  3,615,711.14  31,971.45  18,226,599.04
Yuba  0.00  4,401,919.52  1,137,867.76  0.00  284,293.07  3,545,321.21  0.00  9,369,401.56
Berkeley  1,388,617.78  0.00  462,090.69  807,129.39  0.00  1,193,716.91  0.00  3,851,554.77
Long Beach  0.00  0.00  2,071,842.25  0.00  0.00  5,416,486.38  0.00  7,488,328.63
Pasadena  0.00  0.00  683,298.42  0.00  0.00  1,817,116.15  0.00  2,500,414.57
Tri-City  1,645,290.36  0.00  0.00  1,691,906.60  0.00  0.00  0.00  3,337,196.96

Total 692,552,204.73$     1,424,860,296.55$  321,391,212.12$  316,468,463.33$  54,878,206.35$    968,419,966.03$     14,000,000.00$  3,792,570,349.11$  

Myersep
Highlight

Myersep
Highlight



State Controller's Office
Division Of Accounting And Reporting

Allocation Of Health And Welfare Realignment
CalWORKs Maintenance of Effort

2011-2012 Fiscal Year

County September October November December January February March April May June July August Year To Date
Paid 10-11-11

Alameda 5,677,186.46$      4,162,774.38$     4,617,542.23$     4,349,542.57$     2,876,198.33$     5,455,134.95$      3,929,091.53$     3,926,232.08$     4,931,477.24$      4,289,415.85$     4,347,342.38$     0.00$                  48,561,938.00$     
Alpine  2,100.82  1,540.42  1,708.71  1,609.53  1,064.33  2,018.65  1,453.95  1,452.89  1,824.88  1,587.28  1,608.72  0.00  17,970.18
Amador  87,252.17  63,977.31  70,966.60  66,847.73  44,204.04  83,839.48  60,385.86  60,341.91  75,791.44  65,923.65  66,813.92  0.00  746,344.11
Butte  748,141.96  548,572.12  608,501.61  573,184.51  379,026.60  718,879.93  517,777.30  517,400.48  649,872.10  565,260.98  572,894.56  0.00  6,399,512.15
Calaveras  105,673.00  77,484.31  85,949.18  80,960.74  53,536.47  101,539.82  73,134.62  73,081.40  91,792.65  79,841.56  80,919.79  0.00  903,913.54
Colusa  78,215.87  57,351.47  63,616.91  59,924.62  39,626.03  75,156.62  54,131.97  54,092.58  67,942.07  59,096.24  59,894.31  0.00  669,048.69
Contra Costa  2,778,177.86  2,037,087.86  2,259,632.24  2,128,484.41  1,407,491.29  2,669,515.12  1,922,733.23  1,921,333.94  2,413,258.92  2,099,060.90  2,127,407.72  0.00  23,764,183.49
Del Norte  113,145.80  82,963.70  92,027.18  86,685.98  57,322.36  108,720.33  78,306.43  78,249.44  98,283.88  85,487.66  86,642.13  0.00  967,834.89
El Dorado  353,582.77  259,263.16  287,586.71  270,895.33  179,133.48  339,753.11  244,709.08  244,530.99  307,139.00  267,150.56  270,758.30  0.00  3,024,502.49
Fresno  3,418,280.80  2,506,440.80  2,780,260.27  2,618,895.46  1,731,782.74  3,284,581.75  2,365,738.42  2,364,016.72  2,969,283.13  2,582,692.67  2,617,570.71  0.00  29,239,543.47
Glenn  102,390.32  75,077.30  83,279.21  78,445.73  51,873.38  98,385.53  70,862.73  70,811.16  88,941.16  77,361.32  78,406.05  0.00  875,833.89
Humboldt  558,936.47  409,837.94  454,611.24  428,225.84  283,170.57  537,074.81  386,831.15  386,549.62  485,519.10  422,306.18  428,009.23  0.00  4,781,072.15
Imperial  579,157.18  424,664.70  471,057.76  443,717.82  293,414.87  556,504.63  400,825.58  400,533.87  503,083.78  437,584.00  443,493.37  0.00  4,954,037.56
Inyo  103,527.21  75,910.91  84,203.90  79,316.75  52,449.36  99,477.95  71,649.55  71,597.41  89,928.71  78,220.30  79,276.63  0.00  885,558.68
Kern  2,335,553.41  1,712,535.24  1,899,623.44  1,789,370.32  1,183,247.17  2,244,203.02  1,616,399.81  1,615,223.45  2,028,774.03  1,764,634.63  1,788,465.18  0.00  19,978,029.70
Kings  395,299.44  289,851.74  321,516.98  302,856.31  200,268.14  379,838.11  273,580.53  273,381.43  343,376.11  298,669.72  302,703.11  0.00  3,381,341.62
Lake  227,491.90  166,807.53  185,030.64  174,291.56  115,252.83  218,594.02  157,443.57  157,328.98  197,610.40  171,882.21  174,203.40  0.00  1,945,937.04
Lassen  111,424.32  81,701.44  90,627.02  85,367.08  56,450.22  107,066.19  77,115.02  77,058.90  96,788.52  84,186.99  85,323.90  0.00  953,109.60
Los Angeles  38,855,643.21  28,490,745.77  31,603,255.39  29,769,019.50  19,685,197.44  37,335,884.38  26,891,379.98  26,871,809.44  33,751,880.72  29,357,501.88  29,753,960.89  0.00  332,366,278.60
Madera  386,120.16  283,121.07  314,051.01  295,823.66  195,617.70  371,017.86  267,227.69  267,033.21  335,402.54  291,734.28  295,674.02  0.00  3,302,823.20
Marin  693,829.58  508,747.78  564,326.61  531,573.40  351,510.65  666,691.86  480,188.55  479,839.09  602,693.75  524,225.10  531,304.51  0.00  5,934,930.88
Mariposa  65,880.74  48,306.79  53,584.13  50,474.14  33,376.76  63,303.95  45,595.03  45,561.84  57,227.18  49,776.40  50,448.61  0.00  563,535.57
Mendocino  366,706.57  268,886.13  298,260.96  280,950.05  185,782.31  352,363.60  253,791.86  253,607.16  318,538.97  277,066.29  280,807.94  0.00  3,136,761.84
Merced  855,444.20  627,251.05  695,775.93  655,393.47  433,388.47  821,985.25  592,039.49  591,608.62  743,079.98  646,333.52  655,061.95  0.00  7,317,361.93
Modoc  58,862.24  43,160.50  47,875.63  45,096.96  29,821.02  56,559.97  40,737.63  40,707.98  51,130.57  44,473.55  45,074.14  0.00  503,500.19
Mono  19,700.69  14,445.45  16,023.57  15,093.57  9,980.84  18,930.14  13,634.54  13,624.62  17,112.97  14,884.92  15,085.93  0.00  168,517.24
Monterey  1,052,131.71  771,471.39  855,751.82  806,084.44  533,035.07  1,010,979.74  728,163.82  727,633.89  913,932.22  794,941.38  805,676.69  0.00  8,999,802.17
Napa  507,562.01  372,167.83  412,825.80  388,865.61  257,143.05  487,709.76  351,275.69  351,020.05  440,892.78  383,490.05  388,668.90  0.00  4,341,621.53
Nevada  247,854.43  181,738.27  201,592.51  189,892.19  125,568.98  238,160.11  171,536.15  171,411.32  215,298.28  187,267.18  189,796.14  0.00  2,120,115.56
Orange  6,831,247.28  5,008,984.89  5,556,198.14  5,233,719.39  3,460,873.13  6,564,057.04  4,727,798.88  4,724,358.16  5,933,949.98  5,161,370.09  5,231,071.94  0.00  58,433,628.92
Placer  507,602.37  372,197.42  412,858.62  388,896.53  257,163.49  487,748.54  351,303.62  351,047.96  440,927.83  383,520.55  388,699.81  0.00  4,341,966.74
Plumas  88,039.69  64,554.76  71,607.13  67,451.09  44,603.01  84,596.20  60,930.89  60,886.55  76,475.51  66,518.66  67,416.97  0.00  753,080.46
Riverside  4,163,438.72  3,052,824.88  3,386,334.81  3,189,793.76  2,109,297.55  4,000,594.35  2,881,450.51  2,879,353.49  3,616,563.14  3,145,699.05  3,188,180.22  0.00  35,613,530.48
Sacramento  4,678,904.76  3,430,788.30  3,805,589.35  3,584,715.00  2,370,444.97  4,495,898.99  3,238,196.45  3,235,839.81  4,064,321.74  3,535,161.02  3,582,901.69  0.00  40,022,762.08
San Benito  120,592.07  88,423.66  98,083.62  92,390.90  61,094.82  115,875.36  83,459.88  83,399.14  104,752.07  91,113.71  92,344.16  0.00  1,031,529.39
San Bernardino  5,507,539.83  4,038,381.67  4,479,560.07  4,219,568.82  2,790,251.30  5,292,123.70  3,811,681.76  3,808,907.76  4,784,114.02  4,161,238.82  4,217,434.37  0.00  47,110,802.12
San Diego  8,475,611.54  6,214,708.44  6,893,642.57  6,493,539.27  4,293,947.36  8,144,105.37  5,865,837.55  5,861,568.60  7,362,323.88  6,403,774.61  6,490,254.55  0.00  72,499,313.74
San Francisco  2,978,692.28  2,184,114.26  2,422,720.74  2,282,107.34  1,509,076.69  2,862,186.84  2,061,506.12  2,060,005.83  2,587,435.40  2,250,560.20  2,280,952.95  0.00  25,479,358.65
San Joaquin  2,112,379.61  1,548,893.95  1,718,104.93  1,618,387.05  1,070,181.99  2,029,758.21  1,461,944.73  1,460,880.78  1,834,914.54  1,596,014.97  1,617,568.40  0.00  18,069,029.16
San Luis Obispo  574,271.78  421,082.50  467,084.22  439,974.90  290,939.81  551,810.32  397,444.48  397,155.23  498,840.09  433,892.83  439,752.35  0.00  4,912,248.51
San Mateo  1,978,036.49  1,450,387.39  1,608,836.90  1,515,460.87  1,002,120.56  1,900,669.65  1,368,967.97  1,367,971.68  1,718,217.64  1,494,511.61  1,514,694.28  0.00  16,919,875.04
Santa Barbara  1,080,909.06  792,572.27  879,157.89  828,132.04  547,614.36  1,038,631.52  748,080.18  747,535.75  938,929.61  816,684.20  827,713.13  0.00  9,245,960.01
Santa Clara  5,171,861.33  3,792,246.74  4,206,535.80  3,962,390.73  2,620,188.55  4,969,574.57  3,579,363.94  3,576,759.01  4,492,527.53  3,907,615.88  3,960,386.38  0.00  44,239,450.46
Santa Cruz  664,881.58  487,521.78  540,781.74  509,395.06  336,844.90  638,876.10  460,154.10  459,819.21  577,548.13  502,353.34  509,137.39  0.00  5,687,313.33
Shasta  616,182.16  451,813.12  501,172.04  472,084.29  312,172.61  592,081.46  426,449.99  426,139.63  535,245.46  465,558.34  471,845.49  0.00  5,270,744.59
Sierra  17,413.08  12,768.07  14,162.93  13,340.92  8,821.88  16,732.00  12,051.32  12,042.55  15,125.84  13,156.50  13,334.18  0.00  148,949.27
Siskiyou  164,567.53  120,668.48  133,851.07  126,082.43  83,373.84  158,130.80  113,894.60  113,811.71  142,951.27  124,339.51  126,018.65  0.00  1,407,689.89
Solano  1,186,055.13  869,670.20  964,678.49  908,689.07  600,883.87  1,139,665.01  820,850.12  820,252.73  1,030,264.54  896,127.63  908,229.41  0.00  10,145,366.20
Sonoma  1,226,820.55  899,561.28  997,835.06  939,921.25  621,536.61  1,178,835.98  849,063.22  848,445.30  1,065,675.34  926,928.07  939,445.80  0.00  10,494,068.46
Stanislaus  1,477,095.18  1,083,074.17  1,201,396.05  1,131,667.67  748,331.72  1,419,321.63  1,022,274.36  1,021,530.39  1,283,075.93  1,116,023.85  1,131,095.22  0.00  12,634,886.17
Sutter  241,068.84  176,762.77  196,073.45  184,693.45  122,131.23  231,639.92  166,839.95  166,718.53  209,403.99  182,140.31  184,600.03  0.00  2,062,072.47
Tehama  232,873.09  170,753.27  189,407.44  178,414.33  117,979.07  223,764.74  161,167.81  161,050.52  202,284.77  175,947.99  178,324.08  0.00  1,991,967.11
Trinity  68,281.35  50,067.03  55,536.67  52,313.35  34,592.96  65,610.67  47,256.45  47,222.06  59,312.47  51,590.19  52,286.89  0.00  584,070.09
Tulare  1,522,515.39  1,116,378.35  1,238,338.60  1,166,466.09  771,342.68  1,462,965.32  1,053,708.97  1,052,942.12  1,322,530.10  1,150,341.23  1,165,876.04  0.00  13,023,404.89
Tuolumne  149,339.44  109,502.55  121,465.31  114,415.52  75,658.93  143,498.34  103,355.48  103,280.26  129,723.42  112,833.88  114,357.65  0.00  1,277,430.78
Ventura  1,731,981.95  1,269,968.87  1,408,708.32  1,326,947.65  877,463.45  1,664,239.02  1,198,677.49  1,197,805.13  1,504,482.83  1,308,604.34  1,326,276.42  0.00  14,815,155.47
Yolo  561,244.84  411,530.54  456,488.75 429,994.39 284,340.05 539,292.90 388,428.73  388,146.05 487,524.26 424,050.28 429,776.88 0.00  4,800,817.67
Yuba  288,396.15  211,465.33  234,567.15  220,953.00  146,108.38  277,116.13  199,594.45  199,449.19  250,514.77  217,898.61  220,841.23  0.00  2,466,904.39

Total 115,303,116.37$  84,545,551.30$   93,781,843.05$   88,338,795.44$   58,415,314.27$   110,793,271.32$  79,799,474.76$   79,741,399.60$   100,157,833.18$  87,117,627.52$   88,294,109.69$   0.00$                  986,288,336.50$   
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State Controller's Office
Division Of Accounting And Reporting

Allocation Of 1/2% State Sales Tax Collections
For Public Safety Services

2011-2012 Fiscal Year

Month Of Payment

County September October November December January February March April May June July August Year To Date

Alameda 0.045151 $8,994,210.58 $9,051,932.68 $11,069,951.39 $10,216,189.19 $7,815,326.80 $13,692,976.09 $8,692,742.10 $9,026,747.68 $11,890,931.82 $9,553,560.95 $12,281,307.37 $10,407,036.89 $122,692,913.54
Alpine 0.000047 9,035.98              9,093.97              11,121.36            10,263.63            7,851.62              15,965.54            9,048.72              9,396.41              12,377.88            9,944.79              12,784.25            10,833.22            127,717.37
Amador 0.000742 159,836.39          160,862.17          196,724.44          181,552.21          138,886.41          161,977.04          142,854.30          148,343.27          195,412.54          157,000.78          201,827.87          171,026.59          2,016,304.01
Butte 0.005155 1,034,117.35       1,040,754.00       1,272,777.50       1,174,615.43       898,574.14          1,525,480.04       992,471.61          1,030,605.84       1,357,616.74       1,090,753.40       1,402,186.87       1,188,196.83       14,008,149.75
Calaveras 0.000567 114,455.71          115,190.25          140,870.52          130,005.98          99,453.84            164,051.35          109,162.25          113,356.65          149,324.67          119,972.29          154,226.96          130,690.13          1,540,760.60
Colusa 0.000719 238,148.19          239,676.55          293,109.54          270,503.67          206,933.77          0.00 0.00 2,645.86              189,355.27          152,134.18          195,571.75          165,725.22          1,953,804.00
Contra Costa 0.025055 5,231,429.01       5,265,002.73       6,438,771.29       5,942,185.59       4,545,738.28       6,338,271.52       4,823,739.30       5,009,084.25       6,598,465.08       5,301,421.22       6,815,090.61       5,775,028.44       68,084,227.32
Del Norte 0.000428 88,552.57            89,120.88            108,989.30          100,583.57          76,945.86            112,534.16          82,401.13            85,567.27            112,717.74          90,561.10            116,418.23          98,651.45            1,163,043.26
El Dorado 0.003273 672,678.28          676,995.32          827,923.23          764,070.23          584,509.39          884,163.08          630,137.65          654,349.74          861,974.70          692,538.48          890,273.06          754,407.03          8,894,020.19
Fresno 0.021283 4,387,669.57       4,415,828.29       5,400,283.71       4,983,790.63       3,812,571.57       5,678,516.89       4,097,531.18       4,254,972.67       5,605,074.13       4,503,298.66       5,789,086.95       4,905,604.88       57,834,229.13
Glenn 0.000582 119,274.89          120,040.36          146,801.91          135,479.92          103,641.37          159,001.58          112,050.14          116,355.50          153,275.06          123,146.16          158,307.03          134,147.54          1,581,521.46
Humboldt 0.003572 679,907.06          684,270.50          836,820.31          772,281.14          590,790.69          1,249,169.78       687,702.93          714,126.88          940,719.11          755,804.30          971,602.62          823,324.75          9,706,520.07
Imperial 0.004130 780,909.20          785,920.84          961,132.37          887,005.71          678,554.34          1,471,617.25       795,132.44          825,684.21          1,087,673.55       873,872.27          1,123,381.53       951,940.43          11,222,824.14
Inyo 0.000641 131,925.26          132,771.92          162,371.81          149,849.00          114,633.63          172,190.40          123,409.18          128,150.99          168,813.26          135,630.05          174,355.34          147,746.69          1,741,847.53
Kern 0.023177 4,372,609.61       4,400,671.68       5,381,748.11       4,966,684.58       3,799,485.54       8,309,609.95       4,462,175.45       4,633,627.85       6,103,876.48       4,904,052.67       6,304,264.82       5,342,160.62       62,980,967.36
Kings 0.002491 517,259.48          520,579.09          636,635.89          587,535.80          449,461.55          645,129.40          479,582.30          498,009.53          656,027.80          527,074.05          677,564.99          574,160.68          6,769,020.56
Lake 0.000973 204,213.08          205,523.65          251,342.66          231,958.04          177,446.58          240,625.18          187,327.81          194,525.60          256,248.51          205,878.38          264,661.07          224,270.71          2,644,021.27
Lassen 0.000460 97,588.55            98,214.84            120,110.65          110,847.20          84,797.48            108,287.35          88,561.97            91,964.83            121,145.24          97,332.02            125,122.40          106,027.26          1,249,999.79
Los Angeles 0.245107 49,635,022.61     49,953,565.02     61,090,107.00     56,378,575.62     43,129,290.68     69,813,027.37     47,328,373.97     49,143,758.71     64,551,186.57     51,862,520.56     66,670,381.76     56,495,705.29     666,051,515.16
Madera 0.002519 484,930.76          488,042.90          596,846.15          550,814.81          421,370.21          852,326.14          484,973.03          503,607.39          663,401.86          532,998.61          685,181.13          580,614.51          6,845,107.50
Marin 0.008036 1,611,215.08       1,621,555.36       1,983,061.48       1,830,119.26       1,400,030.86       2,382,459.30       1,547,139.06       1,606,585.55       2,116,354.63       1,700,348.07       2,185,833.89       1,852,250.19       21,836,952.73
Mariposa 0.000343 70,480.62            70,932.94            86,746.58            80,056.31            61,242.63            92,730.49            66,036.42            68,573.77            90,332.21            72,575.83            93,297.79            79,059.46            932,065.05
Mendocino 0.002255 465,252.41          468,238.26          572,626.30          528,462.90          404,271.12          599,742.25          434,146.16          450,827.58          593,875.02          477,138.49          613,371.76          519,764.08          6,127,716.33
Merced 0.004473 902,794.49          908,588.35          1,111,147.11       1,025,450.67       784,463.95          1,294,884.72       861,168.86          894,257.99          1,178,005.76       946,448.10          1,216,679.32       1,030,999.89       12,154,889.21
Modoc 0.000158 34,336.71            34,557.07            42,261.16            39,001.79            29,836.15            32,910.77            30,419.11            31,587.92            41,610.76            33,431.43            42,976.82            36,418.06            429,347.75
Mono 0.000466 88,552.57            89,120.88            108,989.30          100,583.57          76,945.86            163,738.84          89,717.12            93,164.37            122,725.39          98,601.57            126,754.43          107,410.23          1,266,304.13
Monterey 0.010387 2,071,648.30       2,084,943.50       2,549,756.40       2,353,108.23       1,800,114.45       3,136,822.87       1,999,767.72       2,076,605.79       2,735,512.14       2,197,799.33       2,825,318.15       2,394,141.71       28,225,538.59
Napa 0.004825 975,684.70          981,946.35          1,200,859.39       1,108,243.96       847,800.34          1,387,111.53       928,938.02          964,631.07          1,270,708.20       1,020,928.25       1,312,425.15       1,112,133.80       13,111,410.76
Nevada 0.002121 432,923.69          435,702.06          532,836.56          491,741.92          376,179.78          588,645.37          408,347.68          424,037.82          558,584.89          448,785.25          576,923.06          488,877.88          5,763,585.96
Orange 0.099909 20,124,726.90     20,253,881.25     24,769,238.66     22,858,928.59     17,486,950.75     29,132,797.75     19,235,081.63     19,974,160.80     26,311,955.59     21,139,879.99     27,175,768.83     23,028,430.12     271,491,800.86
Placer 0.012613 2,551,960.67       2,568,338.37       3,140,918.29       2,898,677.18       2,217,471.61       3,618,543.61       2,428,330.63       2,521,635.59       3,321,749.75       2,668,801.67       3,430,801.75       2,907,221.46       34,274,450.58
Plumas 0.000375 77,107.00            77,601.85            94,902.24            87,582.98            67,000.48            101,114.74          72,197.26            74,971.33            98,759.70            79,346.76            102,001.95          86,435.27            1,019,021.56
Riverside 0.048527 9,785,561.36       9,848,362.10       12,043,935.10     11,115,055.10     8,502,954.12       14,093,850.10     9,342,709.93       9,701,689.55       12,780,032.52     10,267,893.34     13,199,596.97     11,185,184.80     131,866,824.99
Sacramento 0.035431 7,292,033.34       7,338,831.38       8,974,934.91       8,282,749.39       6,336,256.31       9,518,164.45       6,821,389.24       7,083,490.89       9,331,080.27       7,496,893.05       9,637,416.70       8,166,634.71       96,279,874.64
San Benito 0.000943 186,141.12          187,335.72          229,099.95          211,430.78          161,743.35          294,933.53          181,552.03          188,527.90          248,347.74          199,530.64          256,500.92          217,355.89          2,562,499.57
San Bernardino 0.051745 10,412,858.95     10,479,685.50     12,816,004.40     11,827,579.10     9,048,030.94       15,141,786.50     9,962,258.64       10,345,043.49     13,627,522.47     10,948,794.30     14,074,909.75     11,926,914.66     140,611,388.70
San Diego 0.087242 17,490,237.64     17,602,484.64     21,526,745.31     19,866,510.25     15,197,767.69     25,874,104.07     16,796,354.60     17,441,729.34     22,975,984.44     18,459,652.38     23,730,278.79     20,108,761.98     237,070,611.13
San Francisco 0.028176 5,561,744.17       5,597,437.74       6,845,318.66       6,317,378.29       4,832,758.57       8,812,281.83       5,424,613.00       5,633,045.62       7,420,409.18       5,961,797.82       7,664,018.88       6,494,400.38       76,565,204.14
San Joaquin 0.015934 3,196,125.42       3,216,637.18       3,933,747.46       3,630,359.96       2,777,204.78       4,716,854.06       3,067,709.52       3,185,581.66       4,196,365.70       3,371,496.54       4,334,131.06       3,672,692.21       43,298,905.55
San Luis Obispo 0.007576 1,515,433.72       1,525,159.31       1,865,175.10       1,721,324.79       1,316,803.70       2,264,698.65       1,458,577.09       1,514,620.73       1,995,209.40       1,603,016.05       2,060,711.49       1,746,222.93       20,586,952.96
San Mateo 0.025081 4,986,654.44       5,018,657.26       6,137,506.09       5,664,155.26       4,333,046.66       7,656,413.49       4,828,744.98       5,014,282.27       6,605,312.42       5,306,922.60       6,822,162.75       5,781,021.29       68,154,879.51
Santa Barbara 0.011129 2,247,147.05       2,261,568.55       2,765,757.86       2,552,450.73       1,952,610.34       3,216,697.88       2,142,622.02       2,224,949.06       2,930,924.68       2,354,800.11       3,027,146.02       2,565,168.29       30,241,842.59
Santa Clara 0.063976 12,074,876.30     12,152,369.17     14,861,592.62     13,715,402.77     10,492,205.35     22,910,667.17     12,317,044.33     12,790,308.29     16,848,669.00     13,536,768.08     17,401,805.51     14,746,087.39     173,847,795.98
Santa Cruz 0.005726 1,161,625.03       1,169,079.98       1,429,712.20       1,319,446.65       1,009,369.21       1,626,503.01       1,102,403.96       1,144,762.18       1,507,994.85       1,211,572.06       1,557,501.85       1,319,808.93       15,559,779.91
Shasta 0.005211 1,015,643.80       1,022,161.89       1,250,040.50       1,153,632.01       882,521.94          1,697,777.84       1,003,253.06       1,041,801.56       1,372,364.86       1,102,602.51       1,417,419.17       1,201,104.50       14,160,323.64
Sierra 0.000039 7,228.78              7,275.17              8,897.09              8,210.90              6,281.29              14,658.94            7,508.51              7,797.02              10,271.01            8,252.06              10,608.20            8,989.27              105,978.24
Siskiyou 0.000906 185,538.73          186,729.46          228,358.53          210,746.54          161,219.90          248,234.10          174,428.57          181,130.73          238,603.45          191,701.76          246,436.72          208,827.61          2,461,956.10
Solano 0.010969 2,341,924.41       2,356,954.16       2,882,408.53       2,660,104.81       2,034,965.09       2,504,276.78       2,111,817.86       2,192,961.29       2,888,787.21       2,320,945.50       2,983,625.18       2,528,289.24       29,807,060.06
Sonoma 0.013594 2,757,579.34       2,775,276.64       3,393,990.95       3,132,231.79       2,396,139.56       3,862,580.57       2,617,198.65       2,717,760.58       3,580,105.14       2,876,372.78       3,697,638.87       3,133,336.13       36,940,211.00
Stanislaus 0.012782 2,574,048.61       2,590,568.07       3,168,103.83       2,923,766.06       2,236,664.45       3,730,484.77       2,460,867.52       2,555,422.67       3,366,257.46       2,704,560.61       3,476,770.63       2,946,174.96       34,733,689.64
Sutter 0.002534 519,669.07          523,004.15          639,601.58          590,272.76          451,555.32          690,440.47          487,860.92          506,606.25          667,352.25          536,172.48          689,261.21          584,071.92          6,885,868.38
Tehama 0.001226 238,348.99          239,878.64          293,356.68          270,731.75          207,108.25          402,600.21          236,036.89          245,106.26          322,878.39          259,410.99          333,478.39          282,585.71          3,331,521.15
Trinity 0.000173 31,324.72            31,525.75            38,554.04            35,580.58            27,218.94            68,911.99            33,307.00            34,586.77            45,561.14            36,605.30            47,056.90            39,875.47            470,108.60
Tulare 0.009425 1,825,066.53       1,836,779.25       2,246,266.93       2,073,025.17       1,585,852.50       3,133,116.60       1,814,557.69       1,884,279.35       2,482,160.58       1,994,248.45       2,563,649.13       2,172,406.43       25,611,408.61
Tuolumne 0.001111 230,718.61          232,199.29          283,965.31          262,064.69          200,478.00          287,637.10          213,896.40          222,115.05          292,592.09          235,077.99          302,197.79          256,078.89          3,019,021.21
Ventura 0.021432 4,351,324.86       4,379,250.34       5,355,551.14       4,942,508.03       3,780,990.62       6,069,811.90       4,126,217.55       4,284,761.27       5,644,314.65       4,534,825.77       5,829,615.73       4,939,948.50       58,239,120.36
Yolo 0.006169 1,261,422.37       1,269,517.80       1,552,541.41       1,432,802.74       1,096,085.97       1,700,304.50       1,187,692.99       1,233,328.31       1,624,662.98       1,305,307.03       1,678,000.16       1,421,917.80       16,763,584.06
Yuba 0.000910 188,751.52          189,962.87          232,312.79          214,395.83          164,011.59          236,782.63          175,198.67          181,930.42          239,656.88          192,548.13          247,524.74          209,749.59          2,472,825.66

Total 1.000000 $200,799,486.15 $202,088,155.89 $247,141,261.58 $228,080,666.04 $174,480,416.17 $294,900,995.49 $192,526,488.75 $199,923,539.22 $263,359,212.81 $211,591,347.99 $272,005,213.02 $230,494,050.79 $2,717,390,833.90
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Source:http://www.sco.ca.gov/Files-ARD-Payments/PubSafe/hcps_1112fy.pdf.  Last accessed 01/28/13. 





I17Cell:
Bravo, Rhodora:Comment:
Amt of apportionment is $474.64 but it was not paid.  

P17Cell:
Bravo, Rhodora:Comment:
Total amt of Colusa County apportionment for the whole year is $1,954,278.64 but total amt paid is $1,953,804.00 only.  The $474.64 difference was not paid in 02/27/2012 apportionment.  
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Exhibit E

Account Subaccount Special accounts (or 
transferred accounts)

FY 2012-2013 
YTD amount to 
Inyo county

FY 2012-2013 
statwide amount 

Inyo county 
percentage

local community corrections account (transferred to 
community corrections sub account as of Sept. 15, 
2012)

the trial court securityaccount (transferred to trial 
court security sub account as of Sept. 15, 2012)

the district attorney and public defender account 
(transferred to district attorney and public defender 
sub account as of Sept. 15, 2012)

the juvenile justice account (transferred to juvenile 
justice sub account as of Sept. 15, 2012)

the health and human services account

the supplemental law enforcement services account 
(transferred to enhancing law enforcement sub 
account as of Sept. 15, 2012)

support services account
Protective Services Adult protective services 404,028.78$            554,112,163.81$      0.0729%

foster care assistance
foster care administration
child welfare services 
adoptions 
adoption assistance program
child abuse prevention
Protective services growth

Behavioral Health drug court 172,957.65$            324,098,344.98$      0.0534%
nondrug medi-cal substance 
abuse treatment services
drug medi cal subaccountdrug me -ca  subaccount
women and children's residential 
treatment

Support services reserve

law enforcement  services account
enhancing law enforcement 
activities  (VLF funded)

enhancing law enforcement 
activities growth

NA NA

trial court security trial court security growth 127,105.56$            172,697,784.78$      0.0736%
community corrections community corrections growth 163,817.89$            349,291,874.79$      0.0469%
district attorney and public 
defender

public defender growth 3,006.91$               6,050,121.49$          0.0497%

juvenile justice youthful offender block grant 30,404.19$             24,258,552.57$        0.1253%
juvenile reentery grant -$                        1,417,035.71$          0.0000%
Juvenile justice growth NA NA

local innovation 

Average % to County 0.0603%
increased sales tax to 
state from this project 
for these funds.

11,156,250.00$         

county's potential 
share of the increase

6,722.67$                  

Sources: 
http://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_local_apportionments.html. 
Last accessed January 28, 2013.



Apportionment Payment Report By Fiscal Year

State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2012 - 2013 

9/28/2012 10/30/2012 11/29/2012 12/28/2012 Year To Date

ALAMEDA COUNTY 4,974,877.88 5,259,651.19 6,671,565.22 5,069,611.40 21,975,705.69

ALPINE COUNTY 48,851.28 51,647.64 65,512.06 49,781.52 215,792.50

AMADOR COUNTY 101,265.89 107,062.58 135,802.73 103,194.24 447,325.44

BUTTE COUNTY 1,098,222.09 1,161,086.82 1,472,771.89 1,119,134.85 4,851,215.65

CALAVERAS COUNTY 156,872.72 165,852.47 210,374.33 159,859.95 692,959.47

COLUSA COUNTY 96,488.14 102,011.35 129,395.53 98,325.51 426,220.53

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 2,804,468.93 2,965,003.10 3,760,936.00 2,857,872.69 12,388,280.72

DEL NORTE COUNTY 256,898.10 271,603.53 344,513.47 261,790.05 1,134,805.15

EL DORADO COUNTY 454,513.42 480,530.80 609,525.71 463,168.44 2,007,738.37

FRESNO COUNTY 3,004,498.12 3,176,482.42 4,029,185.37 3,061,710.92 13,271,876.83

GLENN COUNTY 178,832.55 189,069.33 239,823.58 182,237.95 789,963.41

HUMBOLDT COUNTY 722,324.47 763,671.96 968,673.99 736,079.25 3,190,749.67

IMPERIAL COUNTY 536,009.69 566,692.10 718,816.36 546,216.59 2,367,734.74

INYO COUNTY 91,464.36 96,699.99 122,658.37 93,206.06 404,028.78

KERN COUNTY 3,631,094.64 3,838,946.75 4,869,483.29 3,700,239.33 16,039,764.01
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/28/2012 10/30/2012 11/29/2012 12/28/2012 Year To Date

KINGS COUNTY 466,693.47 493,408.06 625,859.77 475,580.42 2,061,541.72

LAKE COUNTY 309,320.71 327,026.94 414,814.87 315,210.92 1,366,373.44

LASSEN COUNTY 220,992.01 233,642.10 296,361.57 225,200.23 976,195.91

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 39,675,690.90 41,946,817.60 53,207,127.08 40,431,210.49 175,260,846.07

MADERA COUNTY 402,973.37 426,040.48 540,407.86 410,646.94 1,780,068.65

MARIN COUNTY 402,165.61 425,186.48 539,324.61 409,823.80 1,776,500.50

MARIPOSA COUNTY 113,046.76 119,517.81 151,601.48 115,199.44 499,365.49

MENDOCINO COUNTY 633,630.95 669,901.43 849,731.45 645,696.79 2,798,960.62

MERCED COUNTY 885,126.23 935,792.87 1,186,999.47 901,981.14 3,909,899.71

MODOC COUNTY 61,562.43 65,086.40 82,558.36 62,734.72 271,941.91

MONO COUNTY 64,685.58 68,388.33 86,746.66 65,917.34 285,737.91

MONTEREY COUNTY 1,030,258.93 1,089,233.29 1,381,629.82 1,049,877.51 4,550,999.55

NAPA COUNTY 360,637.94 381,281.67 483,633.89 367,505.34 1,593,058.84

NEVADA COUNTY 215,633.64 227,977.00 289,175.72 219,739.82 952,526.18

ORANGE COUNTY 6,349,169.50 6,712,610.38 8,514,560.43 6,470,072.79 28,046,413.10

PLACER COUNTY 1,045,674.27 1,105,531.04 1,402,302.58 1,065,586.40 4,619,094.29
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/28/2012 10/30/2012 11/29/2012 12/28/2012 Year To Date

PLUMAS COUNTY 122,036.41 129,022.05 163,657.05 124,360.27 539,075.78

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 6,791,306.73 7,180,056.56 9,107,489.05 6,920,629.38 29,999,481.72

SACRAMENTO COUNTY 6,385,975.08 6,751,522.80 8,563,918.60 6,507,579.24 28,208,995.72

SAN BENITO COUNTY 141,661.36 149,770.38 189,975.12 144,358.93 625,765.79

SAN BERNARDINO 

COUNTY

6,770,368.51 7,157,919.78 9,079,409.81 6,899,292.43 29,906,990.53

SAN DIEGO COUNTY 8,786,417.84 9,289,372.36 11,783,034.89 8,953,732.14 38,812,557.23

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 2,690,700.14 2,844,721.93 3,608,366.26 2,741,937.48 11,885,725.81

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY 2,458,837.30 2,599,586.74 3,297,426.35 2,505,659.42 10,861,509.81

SAN LUIS OBISPO 

COUNTY

984,263.99 1,040,605.50 1,319,948.26 1,003,006.72 4,347,824.47

SAN MATEO COUNTY 1,220,839.60 1,290,723.23 1,637,208.23 1,244,087.29 5,392,858.35

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 957,825.76 1,012,653.88 1,284,493.24 976,065.04 4,231,037.92

SANTA CLARA CO 

TREASURER CONTRACT 

2,497,922.14 2,640,908.87 3,349,841.11 2,545,488.52 11,034,160.64

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 4,616,241.66 4,880,485.82 6,190,615.73 4,704,145.88 20,391,489.09

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 735,574.04 777,679.97 986,442.35 749,581.12 3,249,277.48

SHASTA COUNTY 862,664.86 912,045.75 1,156,877.61 879,092.05 3,810,680.27

SIERRA COUNTY 49,843.85 52,697.03 66,843.15 50,793.00 220,177.03
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/28/2012 10/30/2012 11/29/2012 12/28/2012 Year To Date

SISKIYOU COUNTY 224,225.63 237,060.81 300,698.01 228,495.42 990,479.87

SOLANO COUNTY 808,294.72 854,563.34 1,083,964.48 823,686.57 3,570,509.11

SONOMA COUNTY 1,468,978.82 1,553,066.51 1,969,975.60 1,496,951.68 6,488,972.61

STANISLAUS COUNTY 1,348,561.28 1,425,755.99 1,808,489.52 1,374,241.09 5,957,047.88

SUTTER COUNTY 405,134.71 428,325.54 543,306.32 412,849.43 1,789,616.00

TEHAMA COUNTY 379,161.69 400,865.77 508,475.18 386,381.83 1,674,884.47

TRINITY COUNTY 138,102.71 146,008.02 185,202.78 140,732.51 610,046.02

TULARE COUNTY 1,488,647.75 1,573,861.33 1,996,352.63 1,516,995.14 6,575,856.85

TUOLUMNE COUNTY 220,348.17 232,961.40 295,498.14 224,544.12 973,351.83

VENTURA COUNTY 1,408,968.23 1,489,620.78 1,889,498.33 1,435,798.34 6,223,885.68

YOLO COUNTY 629,417.90 665,447.21 844,081.53 641,403.51 2,780,350.15

YUBA COUNTY 454,090.65 480,083.83 608,958.75 462,737.62 2,005,870.85

Total 125,440,356.11 132,620,847.09 168,221,921.60 127,829,039.01 554,112,163.81
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Apportionment Payment Report By Fiscal Year

State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2012 - 2013 

9/28/2012 10/30/2012 11/29/2012 12/28/2012 Year To Date

ALAMEDA COUNTY 4,002,671.14 4,233,122.10 5,375,704.43 4,079,333.62 17,690,831.29

ALPINE COUNTY 7,140.63 7,551.75 9,590.08 7,277.40 31,559.86

AMADOR COUNTY 33,907.46 35,859.66 45,538.71 34,556.89 149,862.72

BUTTE COUNTY 816,011.75 862,993.05 1,095,927.65 831,640.68 3,606,573.13

CALAVERAS COUNTY 65,763.54 69,549.83 88,322.36 67,023.10 290,658.83

COLUSA COUNTY 92,443.00 97,765.34 124,153.65 94,213.54 408,575.53

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 1,676,960.03 1,773,509.82 2,252,206.37 1,709,078.56 7,411,754.78

DEL NORTE COUNTY 81,293.16 85,973.55 109,179.09 82,850.15 359,295.95

EL DORADO COUNTY 227,826.03 240,942.95 305,977.02 232,189.54 1,006,935.54

FRESNO COUNTY 2,194,985.62 2,321,360.37 2,947,929.89 2,237,025.81 9,701,301.69

GLENN COUNTY 72,979.92 77,181.69 98,014.17 74,377.69 322,553.47

HUMBOLDT COUNTY 360,886.17 381,663.94 484,680.69 367,798.17 1,595,028.97

IMPERIAL COUNTY 448,143.54 473,945.09 601,869.88 456,726.76 1,980,685.27

INYO COUNTY 39,132.85 41,385.89 52,556.56 39,882.35 172,957.65

KERN COUNTY 1,717,030.20 1,815,887.00 2,306,021.79 1,749,916.19 7,588,855.18
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/28/2012 10/30/2012 11/29/2012 12/28/2012 Year To Date

KINGS COUNTY 124,934.02 132,127.01 167,790.05 127,326.87 552,177.95

LAKE COUNTY 184,173.84 194,777.52 247,350.86 187,701.29 814,003.51

LASSEN COUNTY 86,761.75 91,757.00 116,523.57 88,423.48 383,465.80

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 28,175,174.38 29,797,340.21 37,840,083.46 28,714,808.77 124,527,406.82

MADERA COUNTY 193,170.03 204,291.66 259,433.01 196,869.79 853,764.49

MARIN COUNTY 263,525.45 278,697.74 353,922.39 268,572.71 1,164,718.29

MARIPOSA COUNTY 60,127.47 63,589.26 80,752.94 61,279.08 265,748.75

MENDOCINO COUNTY 504,864.11 533,931.30 678,047.27 514,533.69 2,231,376.37

MERCED COUNTY 431,767.71 456,626.43 579,876.66 440,037.28 1,908,308.08

MODOC COUNTY 34,827.52 36,832.69 46,774.38 35,494.56 153,929.15

MONO COUNTY 19,027.78 20,123.29 25,554.86 19,392.21 84,098.14

MONTEREY COUNTY 668,298.85 706,775.68 897,544.90 681,098.66 2,953,718.09

NAPA COUNTY 263,046.20 278,190.90 353,278.74 268,084.28 1,162,600.12

NEVADA COUNTY 268,011.93 283,442.53 359,947.86 273,145.12 1,184,547.44

ORANGE COUNTY 2,491,597.30 2,635,049.26 3,346,288.06 2,539,318.45 11,012,253.07

PLACER COUNTY 272,914.13 288,626.97 366,531.67 278,141.21 1,206,213.98
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/28/2012 10/30/2012 11/29/2012 12/28/2012 Year To Date

PLUMAS COUNTY 63,453.11 67,106.38 85,219.38 64,668.42 280,447.29

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 2,200,226.13 2,326,902.60 2,954,968.05 2,242,366.69 9,724,463.47

SACRAMENTO COUNTY 4,063,600.18 4,297,559.09 5,457,533.91 4,141,429.63 17,960,122.81

SAN BENITO COUNTY 63,686.09 67,352.77 85,532.28 64,905.85 281,476.99

SAN BERNARDINO 

COUNTY

2,698,189.61 2,853,535.98 3,623,747.58 2,749,867.58 11,925,340.75

SAN DIEGO COUNTY 3,681,951.44 3,893,937.19 4,944,968.49 3,752,471.23 16,273,328.35

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 1,918,901.76 2,029,381.17 2,577,141.19 1,955,654.16 8,481,078.28

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY 1,246,163.37 1,317,910.34 1,673,633.86 1,270,030.92 5,507,738.49

SAN LUIS OBISPO 

COUNTY

641,542.73 678,479.10 861,610.65 653,830.09 2,835,462.57

SAN MATEO COUNTY 589,496.36 623,436.20 791,710.85 600,786.88 2,605,430.29

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 823,312.97 870,714.63 1,105,733.40 839,081.75 3,638,842.75

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 2,657,351.34 2,810,346.47 3,568,900.58 2,708,247.14 11,744,845.53

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 777,371.38 822,127.98 1,044,032.50 792,260.24 3,435,792.10

SHASTA COUNTY 350,435.64 370,611.73 470,645.32 357,147.48 1,548,840.17

SIERRA COUNTY 9,876.96 10,445.62 13,265.04 10,066.13 43,653.75

SISKIYOU COUNTY 135,046.41 142,821.61 181,371.27 137,632.93 596,872.22
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/28/2012 10/30/2012 11/29/2012 12/28/2012 Year To Date

SOLANO COUNTY 762,286.08 806,174.17 1,023,772.51 776,886.02 3,369,118.78

SONOMA COUNTY 578,556.10 611,866.06 777,017.77 589,637.09 2,557,077.02

STANISLAUS COUNTY 857,196.50 906,548.99 1,151,239.98 873,614.24 3,788,599.71

SUTTER COUNTY 549,399.20 581,030.47 737,859.20 559,921.75 2,428,210.62

TEHAMA COUNTY 142,637.24 150,849.48 191,565.99 145,369.15 630,421.86

TRINITY COUNTY 49,755.59 52,620.23 66,823.21 50,708.55 219,907.58

TULARE COUNTY 1,169,839.92 1,237,192.62 1,571,129.23 1,192,245.66 5,170,407.43

TUOLUMNE COUNTY 75,018.46 79,337.60 100,751.99 76,455.28 331,563.33

VENTURA COUNTY 1,081,952.87 1,144,245.55 1,453,094.36 1,102,675.33 4,781,968.11

YOLO COUNTY 262,814.22 277,945.56 352,967.18 267,847.86 1,161,574.82

Total 73,329,459.17 77,551,351.07 98,483,608.79 74,733,925.95 324,098,344.98
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Apportionment Payment Report By Fiscal Year

State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2012 - 2013 

Trial Court Security Subaccount

9/24/2012 10/24/2012 11/26/2012 12/24/2012 1/24/2013 Year To Date

ALAMEDA COUNTY 946,642.99 1,042,533.75 2,246,493.77 1,707,073.24 1,678,064.10 7,620,807.85

ALPINE COUNTY 536.31 590.63 1,272.71 967.11 950.68 4,317.44

AMADOR COUNTY 24,476.97 26,956.38 58,086.69 44,139.11 43,389.03 197,048.18

BUTTE COUNTY 81,904.53 90,201.09 194,368.95 147,697.73 145,187.83 659,360.13

CALAVERAS COUNTY 15,252.52 16,797.53 36,196.00 27,504.74 27,037.34 122,788.13

COLUSA COUNTY 6,349.85 6,993.07 15,068.94 11,450.64 11,256.05 51,118.55

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 587,897.73 647,449.18 1,395,149.61 1,060,150.97 1,042,135.31 4,732,782.80

DEL NORTE COUNTY 14,201.36 15,639.90 33,701.48 25,609.19 25,174.00 114,325.93

EL DORADO COUNTY 105,030.00 115,669.08 249,248.40 189,399.71 186,181.15 845,528.34

FRESNO COUNTY 641,249.37 706,205.10 1,521,759.24 1,156,359.53 1,136,708.94 5,162,282.18

GLENN COUNTY 20,379.60 22,443.96 48,363.15 36,750.35 36,125.84 164,062.90

HUMBOLDT COUNTY 48,803.77 53,747.38 115,817.02 88,007.42 86,511.87 392,887.46

IMPERIAL COUNTY 52,643.72 57,976.29 124,929.65 94,931.96 93,318.74 423,800.36

INYO COUNTY 15,788.82 17,388.16 37,468.71 28,471.85 27,988.02 127,105.56

KERN COUNTY 426,920.37 470,165.52 1,013,131.63 769,861.87 756,779.23 3,436,858.62
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/24/2012 10/24/2012 11/26/2012 12/24/2012 1/24/2013 Year To Date

KINGS COUNTY 40,909.36 45,053.30 97,082.66 73,771.50 72,517.86 329,334.68

LAKE COUNTY 21,709.63 23,908.72 51,519.48 39,148.80 38,483.52 174,770.15

LASSEN COUNTY 6,993.42 7,701.82 16,596.20 12,611.17 12,396.87 56,299.48

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 6,393,165.25 7,040,764.69 15,171,723.81 11,528,740.47 11,332,826.91 51,467,221.13

MADERA COUNTY 56,290.59 61,992.58 133,584.11 101,508.34 99,783.36 453,158.98

MARIN COUNTY 130,922.82 144,184.72 310,695.06 236,092.00 232,079.98 1,053,974.58

MARIPOSA COUNTY 8,623.79 9,497.34 20,465.25 15,551.20 15,286.93 69,424.51

MENDOCINO COUNTY 58,114.03 64,000.72 137,911.34 104,796.53 103,015.67 467,838.29

MERCED COUNTY 123,114.22 135,585.14 292,164.33 222,010.82 218,238.08 991,112.59

MODOC COUNTY 4,547.87 5,008.55 10,792.62 8,201.13 8,061.77 36,611.94

MONO COUNTY 20,529.76 22,609.34 48,719.51 37,021.15 36,392.03 165,271.79

MONTEREY COUNTY 164,516.97 181,181.82 390,417.89 296,672.06 291,630.57 1,324,419.31

NAPA COUNTY 69,912.74 76,994.59 165,911.06 126,073.05 123,930.63 562,822.07

NEVADA COUNTY 36,125.52 39,784.87 85,730.05 65,144.84 64,037.80 290,823.08

ORANGE COUNTY 1,850,638.98 2,038,100.56 4,391,781.29 3,337,241.52 3,280,530.14 14,898,292.49

PLACER COUNTY 165,053.28 181,772.45 391,690.61 297,639.17 292,581.25 1,328,736.76
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/24/2012 10/24/2012 11/26/2012 12/24/2012 1/24/2013 Year To Date

PLUMAS COUNTY 16,561.10 18,238.67 39,301.42 29,864.50 29,357.00 133,322.69

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 686,964.02 756,550.45 1,630,245.42 1,238,796.37 1,217,744.90 5,530,301.16

SACRAMENTO COUNTY 1,100,283.69 1,211,737.58 2,611,101.01 1,984,132.21 1,950,414.88 8,857,669.37

SAN BENITO COUNTY 16,668.36 18,356.80 39,555.97 30,057.92 29,547.13 134,186.18

SAN BERNARDINO 

COUNTY

1,120,362.96 1,233,850.79 2,658,751.44 2,020,340.98 1,986,008.34 9,019,314.51

SAN DIEGO COUNTY 1,448,002.51 1,594,678.79 3,436,278.17 2,611,170.60 2,566,797.70 11,656,927.77

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 486,300.08 535,560.13 1,154,046.58 876,940.79 862,038.51 3,914,886.09

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY 365,931.75 402,999.02 868,398.54 659,881.60 648,667.91 2,945,878.82

SAN LUIS OBISPO 

COUNTY

178,031.87 196,065.71 422,490.30 321,043.35 315,587.70 1,433,218.93

SAN MATEO COUNTY 442,516.12 487,341.06 1,050,142.17 797,985.56 784,425.00 3,562,409.91

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 292,565.20 322,200.76 694,291.20 527,580.33 518,614.90 2,355,252.39

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 1,287,797.43 1,418,245.64 3,056,092.90 2,322,274.14 2,282,810.60 10,367,220.71

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 129,528.43 142,649.08 307,386.00 233,577.51 229,608.21 1,042,749.23

SHASTA COUNTY 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

SIERRA COUNTY 1,179.87 1,299.39 2,799.97 2,127.65 2,091.50 9,498.38

SISKIYOU COUNTY 27,330.11 30,098.53 64,857.53 49,284.16 48,446.65 220,016.98
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/24/2012 10/24/2012 11/26/2012 12/24/2012 1/24/2013 Year To Date

SOLANO COUNTY 244,512.25 269,280.27 580,255.98 440,926.87 433,433.98 1,968,409.35

SONOMA COUNTY 307,903.53 339,092.80 730,690.83 555,239.81 545,804.34 2,478,731.31

STANISLAUS COUNTY 199,505.52 219,714.55 473,449.78 359,766.61 353,652.92 1,606,089.38

SUTTER COUNTY 23,833.40 26,247.62 56,559.43 42,978.57 42,248.21 191,867.23

TEHAMA COUNTY 24,434.06 26,909.13 57,984.87 44,061.74 43,312.98 196,702.78

TULARE COUNTY 244,598.06 269,374.77 580,459.62 441,081.60 433,586.09 1,969,100.14

TUOLUMNE COUNTY 44,170.09 48,644.33 104,820.76 79,651.55 78,298.00 355,584.73

VENTURA COUNTY 482,867.73 531,780.10 1,145,901.20 870,751.26 855,954.15 3,887,254.44

YOLO COUNTY 117,794.07 129,726.09 279,539.01 212,417.04 208,807.33 948,283.54

YUBA COUNTY 23,318.55 25,680.62 55,337.63 42,050.14 41,335.56 187,722.50

Total 21,452,206.90 23,625,220.91 50,908,578.95 38,684,582.03 38,027,195.99 172,697,784.78
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Apportionment Payment Report By Fiscal Year

State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2012 - 2013 

Community Corrections Subaccount

9/24/2012 10/24/2012 11/26/2012 12/24/2012 1/24/2013 Year To Date

ALAMEDA COUNTY 2,234,501.78 2,362,409.73 2,996,580.96 2,277,052.01 2,238,356.95 12,108,901.43

ALPINE COUNTY 11,731.02 12,402.53 15,731.90 11,954.41 11,751.26 63,571.12

AMADOR COUNTY 86,435.71 91,383.49 115,914.70 88,081.66 86,584.84 468,400.40

BUTTE COUNTY 428,375.65 452,896.85 574,473.62 436,532.95 429,114.73 2,321,393.80

CALAVERAS COUNTY 60,782.16 64,261.47 81,511.98 61,939.60 60,887.03 329,382.24

COLUSA COUNTY 33,066.01 34,958.78 44,343.21 33,695.67 33,123.06 179,186.73

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 1,474,756.99 1,559,175.43 1,977,724.42 1,502,839.87 1,477,301.38 7,991,798.09

DEL NORTE COUNTY 41,703.14 44,090.32 55,926.04 42,497.26 41,775.09 225,991.85

EL DORADO COUNTY 254,601.84 269,175.83 341,434.07 259,450.07 255,041.10 1,379,702.91

FRESNO COUNTY 1,589,360.05 1,680,338.63 2,131,412.97 1,619,625.25 1,592,102.16 8,612,839.06

GLENN COUNTY 50,662.54 53,562.58 67,941.06 51,627.28 50,749.95 274,543.41

HUMBOLDT COUNTY 255,504.23 270,129.87 342,644.21 260,369.64 255,945.05 1,384,593.00

IMPERIAL COUNTY 239,067.91 252,752.70 320,602.27 243,620.33 239,480.37 1,295,523.58

INYO COUNTY 30,229.94 31,960.37 40,539.89 30,805.59 30,282.10 163,817.89

KERN COUNTY 1,793,363.80 1,896,020.02 2,404,992.41 1,827,513.72 1,796,457.88 9,718,347.83
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/24/2012 10/24/2012 11/26/2012 12/24/2012 1/24/2013 Year To Date

KINGS COUNTY 461,957.31 488,400.80 619,508.34 470,754.08 462,754.33 2,503,374.86

LAKE COUNTY 132,392.96 139,971.43 177,545.71 134,914.03 132,621.37 717,445.50

LASSEN COUNTY 59,493.04 62,898.55 79,783.20 60,625.93 59,595.68 322,396.40

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 20,477,207.06 21,649,368.94 27,460,980.13 20,867,141.85 20,512,536.30 110,967,234.28

MADERA COUNTY 263,174.51 278,239.22 352,930.45 268,185.95 263,628.56 1,426,158.69

MARIN COUNTY 348,965.66 368,941.25 467,980.77 355,610.80 349,567.73 1,891,066.21

MARIPOSA COUNTY 25,911.38 27,394.60 34,748.48 26,404.79 25,956.08 140,415.33

MENDOCINO COUNTY 157,788.69 166,820.87 211,602.68 160,793.36 158,060.92 855,066.52

MERCED COUNTY 398,274.63 421,072.77 534,106.61 405,858.72 398,961.77 2,158,274.50

MODOC COUNTY 12,762.32 13,492.86 17,114.92 13,005.35 12,784.34 69,159.79

MONO COUNTY 22,108.46 23,374.00 29,648.58 22,529.46 22,146.61 119,807.11

MONTEREY COUNTY 606,532.49 641,251.78 813,391.03 618,082.31 607,578.93 3,286,836.54

NAPA COUNTY 188,663.19 199,462.70 253,006.97 192,255.78 188,988.69 1,022,377.33

NEVADA COUNTY 135,357.94 143,106.14 181,521.91 137,935.48 135,591.47 733,512.94

ORANGE COUNTY 4,305,478.27 4,551,933.63 5,773,866.16 4,387,464.82 4,312,906.48 23,331,649.36

PLACER COUNTY 473,108.23 500,190.02 634,462.29 482,117.34 473,924.48 2,563,802.36
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/24/2012 10/24/2012 11/26/2012 12/24/2012 1/24/2013 Year To Date

PLUMAS COUNTY 27,200.50 28,757.52 36,477.26 27,718.46 27,247.43 147,401.17

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 3,302,218.10 3,491,244.57 4,428,443.06 3,365,100.19 3,307,915.40 17,894,921.32

SACRAMENTO COUNTY 2,146,905.85 2,269,799.62 2,879,110.35 2,187,788.05 2,150,609.89 11,634,213.76

SAN BENITO COUNTY 83,793.01 88,589.51 112,370.71 85,388.63 83,937.58 454,079.44

SAN BERNARDINO 

COUNTY

4,270,478.57 4,514,930.47 5,726,929.78 4,351,798.65 4,277,846.40 23,141,983.87

SAN DIEGO COUNTY 4,521,986.52 4,780,835.30 6,064,214.78 4,608,095.90 4,529,788.27 24,504,920.77

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 1,306,010.76 1,380,769.78 1,751,427.10 1,330,880.31 1,308,264.01 7,077,351.96

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY 1,130,174.35 1,194,868.10 1,515,621.50 1,151,695.56 1,132,124.23 6,124,483.74

SAN LUIS OBISPO 

COUNTY

396,083.12 418,755.81 531,167.68 403,625.48 396,766.48 2,146,398.57

SAN MATEO COUNTY 1,028,784.81 1,087,674.78 1,379,652.95 1,048,375.32 1,030,559.76 5,575,047.62

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 609,561.93 644,454.64 817,453.66 621,169.44 610,613.60 3,303,253.27

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 2,580,631.37 2,728,352.57 3,460,758.41 2,629,772.73 2,585,083.71 13,984,598.79

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 395,696.38 418,346.94 530,649.05 403,231.38 396,379.07 2,144,302.82

SHASTA COUNTY 478,200.27 505,573.54 641,290.97 487,306.34 479,025.30 2,591,396.42

SIERRA COUNTY 11,731.02 12,402.53 15,731.90 11,954.41 11,751.26 63,571.12

SISKIYOU COUNTY 68,645.81 72,575.26 92,057.54 69,952.99 68,764.25 371,995.85
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/24/2012 10/24/2012 11/26/2012 12/24/2012 1/24/2013 Year To Date

SOLANO COUNTY 646,108.57 683,093.29 866,464.58 658,412.01 647,223.30 3,501,301.75

SONOMA COUNTY 690,325.50 729,841.30 925,761.73 703,470.94 691,516.51 3,740,915.98

STANISLAUS COUNTY 936,225.76 989,817.45 1,255,526.54 954,053.72 937,841.02 5,073,464.49

SUTTER COUNTY 191,950.45 202,938.13 257,415.35 195,605.64 192,281.62 1,040,191.19

TEHAMA COUNTY 195,431.08 206,618.00 262,083.06 199,152.56 195,768.26 1,059,052.96

TRINITY COUNTY 22,753.03 24,055.46 30,512.97 23,186.30 22,792.28 123,300.04

TULARE COUNTY 895,876.20 947,158.19 1,201,415.72 912,935.81 897,421.85 4,854,807.77

TUOLUMNE COUNTY 91,656.66 96,903.30 122,916.26 93,402.02 91,814.80 496,693.04

VENTURA COUNTY 1,152,476.18 1,218,446.54 1,545,529.40 1,174,422.07 1,154,464.54 6,245,338.73

YOLO COUNTY 461,635.03 488,060.07 619,076.15 470,425.66 462,431.49 2,501,628.40

YUBA COUNTY 160,302.48 169,478.55 214,973.80 163,355.02 160,579.04 868,688.89

Total 64,456,162.22 68,145,779.38 86,439,004.20 65,683,560.95 64,567,368.04 349,291,874.79
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Apportionment Payment Report By Fiscal Year

State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2012 - 2013 

District Attorney and Public Defender Subacct

9/24/2012 10/24/2012 11/26/2012 12/24/2012 1/24/2013 Year To Date

ALAMEDA COUNTY 30,260.32 31,992.48 40,580.63 30,836.54 30,312.52 163,982.49

ALPINE COUNTY 200.96 212.46 269.50 204.79 201.31 1,089.02

AMADOR COUNTY 1,647.88 1,742.21 2,209.90 1,679.26 1,650.73 8,929.98

BUTTE COUNTY 8,428.10 8,910.54 11,302.51 8,588.59 8,442.64 45,672.38

CALAVERAS COUNTY 1,061.75 1,122.52 1,423.86 1,081.96 1,063.58 5,753.67

COLUSA COUNTY 625.21 661.00 838.44 637.12 626.29 3,388.06

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 15,822.36 16,728.07 21,218.59 16,123.65 15,849.66 85,742.33

DEL NORTE COUNTY 664.29 702.31 890.85 676.94 665.44 3,599.83

EL DORADO COUNTY 3,855.11 4,075.78 5,169.90 3,928.52 3,861.76 20,891.07

FRESNO COUNTY 27,771.74 29,361.46 37,243.33 28,300.58 27,819.66 150,496.77

GLENN COUNTY 985.83 1,042.26 1,322.04 1,004.60 987.53 5,342.26

HUMBOLDT COUNTY 4,723.71 4,994.10 6,334.73 4,813.66 4,731.86 25,598.06

IMPERIAL COUNTY 4,056.07 4,288.25 5,439.40 4,133.31 4,063.07 21,980.10

INYO COUNTY 554.88 586.64 744.12 565.44 555.83 3,006.91

KERN COUNTY 33,702.34 35,631.53 45,196.55 34,344.11 33,760.48 182,635.01
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/24/2012 10/24/2012 11/26/2012 12/24/2012 1/24/2013 Year To Date

KINGS COUNTY 8,849.00 9,355.54 11,866.96 9,017.50 8,864.27 47,953.27

LAKE COUNTY 2,508.67 2,652.27 3,364.25 2,556.44 2,513.00 13,594.63

LASSEN COUNTY 1,152.18 1,218.13 1,545.13 1,174.12 1,154.17 6,243.73

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 354,687.87 374,991.07 475,654.52 361,442.00 355,299.78 1,922,075.24

MADERA COUNTY 5,183.69 5,480.41 6,951.59 5,282.40 5,192.63 28,090.72

MARIN COUNTY 4,324.02 4,571.54 5,798.73 4,406.36 4,331.48 23,432.13

MARIPOSA COUNTY 474.49 501.65 636.32 483.53 475.31 2,571.30

MENDOCINO COUNTY 3,043.45 3,217.66 4,081.42 3,101.40 3,048.70 16,492.63

MERCED COUNTY 7,709.10 8,150.39 10,338.30 7,855.90 7,722.40 41,776.09

MODOC COUNTY 203.19 214.83 272.49 207.06 203.54 1,101.11

MONO COUNTY 288.04 304.53 386.28 293.53 288.54 1,560.92

MONTEREY COUNTY 11,875.70 12,555.49 15,925.92 12,101.84 11,896.19 64,355.14

NAPA COUNTY 3,272.32 3,459.64 4,388.35 3,334.63 3,277.97 17,732.91

NEVADA COUNTY 1,680.26 1,776.44 2,253.31 1,712.26 1,683.16 9,105.43

ORANGE COUNTY 72,927.76 77,102.31 97,799.85 74,316.48 73,053.58 395,199.98

PLACER COUNTY 9,215.19 9,742.69 12,358.05 9,390.67 9,231.09 49,937.69
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/24/2012 10/24/2012 11/26/2012 12/24/2012 1/24/2013 Year To Date

PLUMAS COUNTY 445.46 470.96 597.39 453.95 446.23 2,413.99

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 65,172.89 68,903.53 87,400.17 66,413.93 65,285.33 353,175.85

SACRAMENTO COUNTY 40,820.83 43,157.51 54,742.82 41,598.16 40,891.26 221,210.58

SAN BENITO COUNTY 1,653.47 1,748.11 2,217.38 1,684.95 1,656.32 8,960.23

SAN BERNARDINO 

COUNTY

80,244.99 84,838.39 107,612.62 81,773.04 80,383.43 434,852.47

SAN DIEGO COUNTY 78,972.23 83,492.78 105,905.80 80,476.05 79,108.48 427,955.34

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 16,749.01 17,707.76 22,461.28 17,067.95 16,777.91 90,763.91

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY 21,110.99 22,319.43 28,310.92 21,512.99 21,147.41 114,401.74

SAN LUIS OBISPO 

COUNTY

6,887.39 7,281.64 9,236.34 7,018.54 6,899.28 37,323.19

SAN MATEO COUNTY 13,857.40 14,650.63 18,583.48 14,121.28 13,881.31 75,094.10

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 11,969.48 12,654.64 16,051.69 12,197.41 11,990.13 64,863.35

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 40,225.77 42,528.38 53,944.81 40,991.76 40,295.17 217,985.89

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 5,412.56 5,722.39 7,258.52 5,515.63 5,421.90 29,331.00

SHASTA COUNTY 9,234.17 9,762.76 12,383.50 9,410.02 9,250.11 50,040.56

SIERRA COUNTY 2,341.20 2,475.22 3,139.67 2,385.78 2,345.24 12,687.11

SISKIYOU COUNTY 1,337.51 1,414.07 1,793.67 1,362.98 1,339.82 7,248.05
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

9/24/2012 10/24/2012 11/26/2012 12/24/2012 1/24/2013 Year To Date

SOLANO COUNTY 11,856.72 12,535.43 15,900.47 12,082.50 11,877.18 64,252.30

SONOMA COUNTY 10,401.98 10,997.42 13,949.59 10,600.06 10,419.93 56,368.98

STANISLAUS COUNTY 18,552.08 19,614.05 24,879.29 18,905.36 18,584.09 100,534.87

SUTTER COUNTY 3,596.09 3,801.94 4,822.54 3,664.57 3,602.30 19,487.44

TEHAMA COUNTY 3,726.72 3,940.04 4,997.72 3,797.68 3,733.15 20,195.31

TRINITY COUNTY 410.85 434.37 550.98 418.68 411.56 2,226.44

TULARE COUNTY 17,491.45 18,492.70 23,456.93 17,824.53 17,521.63 94,787.24

TUOLUMNE COUNTY 1,810.89 1,914.54 2,428.49 1,845.37 1,814.01 9,813.30

VENTURA COUNTY 18,175.84 19,216.26 24,374.73 18,521.95 18,207.20 98,495.98

YOLO COUNTY 9,157.14 9,681.31 12,280.19 9,331.51 9,172.94 49,623.09

YUBA COUNTY 3,081.41 3,257.79 4,132.32 3,140.08 3,086.72 16,698.32

Total 1,116,452.00 1,180,360.25 1,497,219.13 1,137,711.90 1,118,378.21 6,050,121.49
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Apportionment Payment Report By Fiscal Year

State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2012 - 2013 

11/30/2012 Year To Date

ALAMEDA COUNTY 809,734.29 809,734.29

ALPINE COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

AMADOR COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

BUTTE COUNTY 118,170.59 118,170.59

CALAVERAS COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

COLUSA COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 584,268.20 584,268.20

DEL NORTE COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

EL DORADO COUNTY 91,983.13 91,983.13

FRESNO COUNTY 857,244.05 857,244.05

GLENN COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

HUMBOLDT COUNTY 57,479.26 57,479.26

IMPERIAL COUNTY 124,956.96 124,956.96

INYO COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

KERN COUNTY 814,471.48 814,471.48
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

11/30/2012 Year To Date

KINGS COUNTY 117,120.37 117,120.37

LAKE COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

LASSEN COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 5,406,659.86 5,406,659.86

MADERA COUNTY 124,905.09 124,905.09

MARIN COUNTY 151,557.11 151,557.11

MARIPOSA COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

MENDOCINO COUNTY 64,616.82 64,616.82

MERCED COUNTY 331,522.25 331,522.25

MODOC COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

MONO COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

MONTEREY COUNTY 308,173.35 308,173.35

NAPA COUNTY 111,060.56 111,060.56

NEVADA COUNTY 58,430.94 58,430.94

ORANGE COUNTY 2,013,352.26 2,013,352.26

PLACER COUNTY 173,074.72 173,074.72
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

11/30/2012 Year To Date

PLUMAS COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 1,408,126.61 1,408,126.61

SACRAMENTO COUNTY 1,061,069.04 1,061,069.04

SAN BENITO COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

SAN BERNARDINO 

COUNTY

2,289,534.01 2,289,534.01

SAN DIEGO COUNTY 1,831,717.93 1,831,717.93

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 260,445.39 260,445.39

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY 537,296.88 537,296.88

SAN LUIS OBISPO 

COUNTY

89,933.76 89,933.76

SAN MATEO COUNTY 487,985.01 487,985.01

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 253,130.79 253,130.79

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 822,317.76 822,317.76

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 101,539.27 101,539.27

SHASTA COUNTY 93,844.38 93,844.38

SIERRA COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

SISKIYOU COUNTY 30,971.02 30,971.02
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

11/30/2012 Year To Date

SOLANO COUNTY 338,968.04 338,968.04

SONOMA COUNTY 235,800.44 235,800.44

STANISLAUS COUNTY 315,586.14 315,586.14

SUTTER COUNTY 67,019.10 67,019.10

TEHAMA COUNTY 48,187.91 48,187.91

TRINITY COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

TULARE COUNTY 467,033.09 467,033.09

TUOLUMNE COUNTY 30,404.19 30,404.19

VENTURA COUNTY 505,848.30 505,848.30

YOLO COUNTY 124,753.97 124,753.97

YUBA COUNTY 51,791.21 51,791.21

Total 24,258,552.57 24,258,552.57
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Apportionment Payment Report By Fiscal Year

State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2012 - 2013 

11/30/2012 Year To Date

ALAMEDA COUNTY 128,713.62 128,713.62

ALPINE COUNTY 0.00 0.00

AMADOR COUNTY 0.00 0.00

BUTTE COUNTY 0.00 0.00

CALAVERAS COUNTY 0.00 0.00

COLUSA COUNTY 0.00 0.00

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 38,614.09 38,614.09

DEL NORTE COUNTY 0.00 0.00

EL DORADO COUNTY 0.00 0.00

FRESNO COUNTY 154,456.34 154,456.34

GLENN COUNTY 0.00 0.00

HUMBOLDT COUNTY 0.00 0.00

IMPERIAL COUNTY 0.00 0.00

INYO COUNTY 0.00 0.00

KERN COUNTY 77,228.17 77,228.17
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

11/30/2012 Year To Date

KINGS COUNTY 12,871.36 12,871.36

LAKE COUNTY 0.00 0.00

LASSEN COUNTY 0.00 0.00

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 465,261.14 465,261.14

MADERA COUNTY 0.00 0.00

MARIN COUNTY 14,763.45 14,763.45

MARIPOSA COUNTY 0.00 0.00

MENDOCINO COUNTY 12,871.36 12,871.36

MERCED COUNTY 25,742.72 25,742.72

MODOC COUNTY 0.00 0.00

MONO COUNTY 0.00 0.00

MONTEREY COUNTY 51,485.45 51,485.45

NAPA COUNTY 0.00 0.00

NEVADA COUNTY 0.00 0.00

ORANGE COUNTY 38,614.09 38,614.09

PLACER COUNTY 0.00 0.00
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

11/30/2012 Year To Date

PLUMAS COUNTY 0.00 0.00

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 25,742.72 25,742.72

SACRAMENTO COUNTY 38,614.09 38,614.09

SAN BENITO COUNTY 0.00 0.00

SAN BERNARDINO 

COUNTY

51,485.45 51,485.45

SAN DIEGO COUNTY 39,965.58 39,965.58

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 0.00 0.00

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY 47,535.66 47,535.66

SAN LUIS OBISPO 

COUNTY

0.00 0.00

SAN MATEO COUNTY 25,742.72 25,742.72

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 12,871.36 12,871.36

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 38,614.09 38,614.09

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 25,742.72 25,742.72

SHASTA COUNTY 12,871.36 12,871.36

SIERRA COUNTY 0.00 0.00

SISKIYOU COUNTY 0.00 0.00
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State Controller's Office

Division Of Accounting And Reporting

FY 2013 - 2012

11/30/2012 Year To Date

SOLANO COUNTY 12,871.36 12,871.36

SONOMA COUNTY 0.00 0.00

STANISLAUS COUNTY 12,871.36 12,871.36

SUTTER COUNTY 0.00 0.00

TEHAMA COUNTY 0.00 0.00

TRINITY COUNTY 0.00 0.00

TULARE COUNTY 38,614.09 38,614.09

TUOLUMNE COUNTY 0.00 0.00

VENTURA COUNTY 12,871.36 12,871.36

YOLO COUNTY 0.00 0.00

YUBA COUNTY 0.00 0.00

Total 1,417,035.71 1,417,035.71

Apportionment Payment Report By Fiscal Year Page 4 of 4
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Counties of Inyo & Mono 
George L. Milovich 

Agricultural Commissioner 
Director of Weights and Measures 

207 W. South Street, Bishop, CA 93514 
Telephone – (760) 873-7860      Fax – (760) 872-1610       

Email – inyomonoag@gmail.com      Web - www.inyomonoagriculture.com 
 
 

January 16, 2013 

 

The Agriculture Department is the local enforcement agency for the California Department of 
Pesticide Regulation.  As such, any pesticide activities that may be associated with the 
construction and operation of the HHSEGS would need to be permitted through our office.  
Inspectors from our department would also have to make occasional visits to inspect pesticide 
applications, storage, and records.  Even if no pesticides were used, any type of exposure to a 
pesticide or microbial agent that results in medical treatment must be investigated by our office.  
This includes cleaning products such as bleach or chlorine.  Each of these concerns extend 
outside of the project itself, as any increase in population increases these issues by an equal 
proportion. 

The Agriculture and Weights & Measures Department is tasked with the registration and 
inspection of all weighing and measuring devices used commercially within Inyo County.  Some 
examples of devices that our department inspects include gas pumps, electric and gas submeters, 
price scanners, counter scales, vehicle scales, and aggregate hopper scales.  Registration fees 
collected by our department for these devices fund the inspections and complaint investigations 
associated with commercial activity.  These fees are flat no matter where the device is located 
within the county.  An influx of new registrations from a remote area of Inyo County would 
make this program difficult to sustain based on current fees. 

The HHSEGS construction will likely employ some sort of scales; almost all construction 
projects use vehicle and hopper scales to some extent for the weighing of trucks and construction 
materials.  Our department also regulates weighmasters, which are employees who are licensed 
to certify the weight of a vehicle or load.  Currently, weights and measures activities in 
southeastern Inyo County are limited to a few days per year due to the sparse population and 
commercial activity.  Additional visits are required when the department receives complaints 
from consumers.  Effects on our department due to area growth are difficult to gauge.  The influx 
of construction personnel into the area may expand current businesses and encourage new 
businesses to establish in the area, such as gas stations, stores, or trailer parks.  This may require 
longer and more frequent trips by department personnel to the area.  An additional gas station 
may require one day per year of inspections, responses to complaints, and associated 
administrative work.  Conversely, a trailer park with 100 sites may add weeks of weights and 
measures work to an already busy inspector due to inspection of gas and electric submeters, 
inspection of gas delivery truck meters to serve these customers. 
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Figure 1: Current HHS Caseload and Staffing Thresholds 

 

Division Approximate 
Caseload 
 

How Caseload is Covered 
Now 
 

How Many 
Additional 
Cases Can Be 
Absorbed 

At what threshold 
do we need a new 
employee 
 

If adding 
staff, what 
classification 
 

Funding Source  

Behavioral 
Health 

Substance Use 
Disorders (SUD): 1 
Drinking Driver 
Program (DDP): 3 
Mental Health: 8 

SUD, DDP, and mental 
health contacts by 
videoconferencing, plus 
Psychiatric Nurse travels 
to the area bi-monthly to 
provide outreach. Four 
consumers receive 
counseling services from 
a contract provider in 
Pahrump. 

Approximately 
twice the 
current 
caseload 

If there is 
consistently more 
than five people 
required to attend 
DDP classes, may 
need an additional 
class (class 
enrollment limited 
to 12 people), 
requiring 
additional part-
time Addictions 
Counselor 

One part-
time 
Addictions 
Counselor 

SUD: Realignment- 
currently expending 
entire allocation so 
additional salary could 
impact County 
General Fund (CGF) 
  
DDP: Client fees- 
100% client-funded 
program. 
 
MH: Realignment, 
Medi-Cal revenue 

Social 
Services- 
Employme
nt and 
Eligibility 

CalWORKs: 8 
County Medical 
Services Program: 5 
Food Stamps: 17 
MediCal: 14 
General Assistance: 0 
 

Occasional travel 
required from northern 
Inyo. Most applications 
are processed by phone, 
online, or by mail.  
Tecopa-based staff verify 
residency for programs, if 
required; collect required 
documentation; and do 
the fingerprinting, when 
necessary. 
 

A small 
caseload 
increase could 
easily be 
absorbed by 
current staff 
in Bishop. 

If caseload 
doubles, would 
need an additional 
HHS Specialist to 
facilitate 
application 
process. 

One part-
time or full-
time HHS 
Specialist 
(para-
professional) 

CalWORKs, Food 
Stamps, CMSP, 
Medi-Cal 
administration: State, 
Federal allocations, 
plus realignment. 
 
General Assistance: 
100% CGF. 
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Figure 1 (cont.): Current HHS Caseload and Staffing Thresholds 

 

Division Approximate 
Caseload 
 

How Caseload is Covered 
Now 
 

How many 
additional cases 
can be 
absorbed? 

At what threshold 
do we need a new 
employee? 
 

If adding 
staff, what 
classification
? 

Funding Source 

Social 
Services- 
Adult and 
Children’s 
Services 

Child Welfare 
(CPS): 1/quarter 
Adult Protective 
Services (APS):  
1-2/quarter 
In-Home 
Supportive Services 
(IHSS): 12 
Area Agency on 
Aging (AAA): avg. 
85 for meals. 

IHSS staff travels about 
once every two months 
for client assessments. 
CPS/APS responds as 
mandated 1-2 
times/quarter. We rarely 
have cases in APS or CPS 
in southeastern Inyo, but 
did recently have to 
remove a child from a 
home out there and that 
case required travel more 
than once per month to 
facilitate visits with the 
parent.  W utilized 
Tecopa-based staff to 
transport the parent half-
way to minimize total 
travel time. 

2 CPS and/or 
APS 
investigations 
per month 
would 
significantly 
strain the 
current staff. 

2-4 investigations 
per month for CPS 
or APS that result 
in services would 
require a full time 
Social Worker in 
Tecopa. That 
worker would 
respond to 
investigations, 
provide 
appropriate 
services, and 
perform IHSS 
assessments.  This 
would also require 
regular on-site 
supervision 
(probably a Bishop-
based Social 
Worker Supervisor 
who travels 
regularly to Tecopa 
plus provides daily 
telephone contact). 

One full time 
Social 
Worker in 
Tecopa plus 
one part-
time Social 
Worker 
Supervisor in 
Bishop. 

CPS: Realignment- 
currently expending entire 
allocation so additional 
salary could impact 
County General Fund 
(CGF) 
 
APS, IHSS: Not fully 
expended currently. Could 
cover PT Social Worker 
salary. 
 
AAA: Currently expending 
entire allocation so 
additional salary could 
impact County General 
Fund (CGF) 
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Figure 1 (cont.): Current HHS Caseload and Staffing Thresholds 

 

Division Approximate 
Caseload 
 

How Caseload is 
Covered Now 
 

How many 
additional 
cases can 
be 
absorbed? 

At what 
threshold do we 
need a new 
employee? 
 

If adding staff, 
what 
classification? 

Funding Source 

Public Health CA Children’s 
Services: 2-3/yr. 
Clinic Services: 
limited 
Women Infants & 
Children: avg. 1-2 
cases 
Medical 
Marijuana ID 
Card (MMIC): 4 

For clinical and 
immunization services: 
Professional staff 
travel to Tecopa area 
twice/yr. Clinic 
services provided by 
contractor in Furnace 
Creek. 
CCS: Case 
management provided 
by phone from Bishop 
on average 
once/mo./client. 
MMIC: Applications 
collected by Tecopa 
staff approx...4/year 
and processed in 
Bishop. 
WIC: quarterly contact 
with clients by phone 
or mail from Bishop. 

 Public Health- 
Not likely 
needed.  
CCS and WIC 
caseload would 
have to increase 
sizably to impact 
staffing patterns. 
 

 Public Health: 
realignment- additional 
salary could impact 
County General Fund 
(CGF) 
 
Valley Fever  syndromic 
surveillance/investigation 
-if conducted by County 
Health Officer- could hit 
County General Fund 
 
CCS, WIC: State 
allocation and 
realignment- currently 
expending entire 
allocation so additional 
salary could impact 
County General Fund 
(CGF) 
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Figure 1 (cont.): Current HHS Caseload and Staffing Thresholds 

 

Division Approximate 
Caseload 
 

How Caseload is Covered 
Now 
 

How many 
additional cases 
can be 
absorbed? 

At what 
threshold do 
we need a new 
employee? 
 

If adding 
staff, what 
classification
? 

Funding Source 

Tecopa Residence 
verification for 
services; 
Transportation to 
services; 
Prevention/educati
on 
direct services 
(Senior meals for 
AAA); 
Collect application 
paperwork and 
coordinate contact 
with professional 
staff. 
 

Weekly trips (mileage for 
round-trip) to:  Charleston 
View (55 mi); Pahrump (85 
mi); Shoshone (16 mi). 
Travel to Stovepipe Wells 
as needed for meal pick-
up (184 mi. round-trip) 
Travel to Bishop bi-
monthly (480 mi. round 
trip). 
 
 

A very small 
increase, 
especially in 
Employment 
and Eligibility 
program 
applications, 
could be 
absorbed.   

Any increase in 
direct service, 
transportation, 
or resident 
verification 
would require 
additional staff 
in the Tecopa 
office. 

One part-
time of full-
time HHS 
Specialist 
(para-
professional)  

Salaries currently paid 
with multiple budgets- 
mostly realigned funds. 
Additional salary could 
impact County General 
Fund (CGF) 

 
 
 



Hidden Hills Project – Environmental Health Concerns 

January 2013 

When initially proposed, it was not felt that significant impact to the Inyo County 

Environmental Health Services Department (EH) would occur. This was mainly due to the 

assumption that the workforce of approximately 1,000 persons would be coming from the Las 

Vegas area. At this time, more facts have been provided, and it is now assumed that the 

workforce will be in excess of 2,000, and they will be coming from the San Bernardino area. This 

changes the potential impact to EH resources. It should be noted that all comments below are 

for the thirty month construction period, and that once the facility is constructed and 

operating, no additional impact to EH is anticipated. Considerations: 

 With San Bernardino as the “home base” it is assumed that many of the workforce will 

try to reside during the work week in the nearby towns of Shoshone and Tecopa. It is 

still assumed that Pahrump will accommodate the majority of the workforce. 

 Existing housing accommodations and RV resorts may be at capacity for the entire thirty 

month construction period. 

 These facilities have never, in recent history, been at full capacity for this length of time, 

and it not known how EH related resources such as water supply, sewage disposal, solid 

waste disposal, and food accommodations will be impacted.  

 Recently, well development pumping for new wells have, on at least two occasions, 

negatively impacted water supplies in the town of Tecopa.  This raises concerns 

regarding the overall aquifer potential to serve the town at capacity for extended 

periods. 

 Existing facilities may be tempted to operate in exceedence of their permit conditions, 

and illegal camping may occur in the surrounding areas. Both of these conditions would 

result in enforcement activities beyond the norm for both EH, and ultimately the DA’s 

office and the Sheriff’s dept. 

 New facilities may arise in response to expected new business opportunities. These may 

include restaurants and bars, and of most significance, the reopening of an old RV park 

owned by John Zellhoefer. This facility has, many years ago, accommodated up to 

several hundred campsites. It is unknown how many sites Mr Zellhoefer may want to 

place back in operation, or whether he intends to provide hookups such as water, sewer 

and electricity. If greater than 200 sites, the water system would be permitted by the 

State of CA, and if under 200 connections, by this office. Sewage disposal may be 

regulated by either the State or the county, if the State defers. Similarly, the entire RV 

park may be permitted by State HCD, or, once again, if they defer, by Inyo County. This 

would mainly be a Building Dept. function. If Mr Zellhoefer decides not to provide 



water/sewer hookups the question is where campers will get water for showing, 

cooking, etc. 

 Onsite regulation would include permitting of the water system, septic system, and 

hazardous materials programs (handling, transporting, generation, disposal, etc). 

 Auxiliary retail food accommodations on or near the site, including minimarts, 

restaurants and mobile food facilities will be permitted and inspected by EH. 

 Nuisance complaints would be directed to EH and responded to accordingly. 

 

As demonstrated above, all additional impacts to EH are based on the construction workforce 

residing in Inyo County. If the workforce should end up in Pahrump, NV, these concerns may 

not be an issue. This is a worst case scenario, however, and I do not believe anyone can 

guarantee at this time that the Inyo County towns will not be negatively impacted as shown. 
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